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LANCASHIRE & YORKSHIRE ACCIDENT 
INSURANCE COMPANY, Lt. 
HEAD OFFICE: 30, BROWN STREET, MANCHESTER. 





Established 1877. Capital, £200,000. 





Pe This COMPANY’S GUARANTEE BONDS are accepted by 
—#.M. COURTS OF CHANCERY and BOARD OF TRADE, and by 


all Departments of H.M. Government. 
MORTGAGE and DEBENTURE INSURANCE. 

The ‘‘ CLIMAX ’”’ POLICY of the Company provides against 
ACCIDENTS —ILLNESS— PERMANENT DISABLEMENT,: &c. 
Capital Sums Assured under the Policy are added to annually under a 
CUMULATIVE BONUS SCHEME. 





Policies are also issued indemnifying Employers in relation to the Work- 


men’s Compensation Acts, 1897-1900, the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, | — 


and at Common Law, and Public Liability (Third Party) Risks. 
R, KENNEDY MITCHELL, Manager and Secretary. 
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FOUNDED 1807. 
50, REGENT ST., W., anp 14, CORNHILL, E.C., LONDON. 
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i Insurances to Policyholders who continue insured in the 











on Ordinary ice. 
FORMS OF PROPOSAL and full particulars as to Rares and the ApvanTaGes offered 
by the “ County ”’ may be obtained upon application. 
B. E. RATLIFFE, Secretary. 
IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
».4 In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, > #&.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 
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Current Topics. 


An Appeal to Suitors. 


On Wepnespay last, before the commencement of the ordinary 
business of the court, Mr. Justice Bucktzy made the following 
statement: ‘‘I desire to call the attention of the suitors to the 
fact that any action which is forthwith set down for trial before 
me may now be tried very quickly, probably early next week. 
I shall be ready to try any such actions upon the expiration of 
the notice of trial, or with the consent of the parties, even 
earlier. In default of work of my own, I shall shortly offer 
my services in aid of King’s Bench Division, and when I take 
up that work I shall, according to my ordinary practice, continue 
it (except under exceptional circumstances) until I have cleared 
the list which I take over. From information which has reached 
me I have reason to believe that there are Chancery actions, someof 
them of weight and importance, which are ready or may be made 
ready for trial, but which have not been set down. In case any 
such are set down during the present week, I will take care that 
they shall not be postponed to any work which I take over from 
the — ’s Bench Division. It is for the suitors to say whether 
they will avail themselves of this or not.” 


The Duty of County Court Judges to Take Notes. 


In 4 case last week the Master of the Rolls made some strong 
observations upon the duty of county court judges to take notes 
of the cases under the Workmen’s Compensation Act which come 
before them. It is well known that in some county courts the 
press of work is very great, and for the sake of expedition the 
judge may think that a particular case is so Negga Epypers < 
act that it is not necessary to occupy time ing a note 
the evidence and the points ard yy Hesse however, as any 
of these cases may be taken to the Court of Appeal, and as it is 
obviously impossible for that court to say whether the question 
is solely one of fact for the county court judge or involves a point 
of law for the decision of the Court of Appeal, and if the 
what the | pas of law is, unless it has the notes of the evidence, 
it is as well to remind county court judges of the view of their 
duty in this respect taken by the Court of Appeal. Rule 35 of 
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the Rules under the Workmen’s Compensation Acts provides 
that at the hearing of any arbitration the judge “at the request 
of any party” shall make a note of any question it has raised, 
and of the facts in evidence in relation thereto. Also section 
120 of the County Courts Acts, 1888, contains a similar provision, 
that in a case where there is a right of appeal the judge shall 
make a note “at the request of any party.” If such request is 
not made, it seems a little hard to blame the judge for not making 
a note. 


The Public Trustee Bill and Bankers, 


We nave had the opportunity of seeing a letter on the 
Public Trustee and Executor Bill which has been addressed by 
the manager of the Manchester and Liverpool District Banking 
Co. (Limited) to members of Parliament. The letter states very 
clearly the objections to the Bill from the bankers’ point of 
view. The accounts of trustees and executors form a consider- 
able portion of the accounts kept with banks, and the effect of 
placing trusts under the pons of a public official will be that 
these accounts will be transferred to the Bank of England. This 
involves not only an interference with the ordinary course of 
business, but is detrimental to the interests of the beneficiaries. 
“It is most natural,” says the letter, “that the banker, who 
has had friendly relationships with the testator, and has 
intimate knowledge of his affairs, should continue those 
relationships to his trustees or executors; it is in his power to 
be of service by his advice, and often by the advance of the funds 
needed for the payment of duties.” The objections as regards 
banks are, indeed, practically the same as those which are made 
as regards solicitors. The Bill proposes to take the manage- 
ment of private affairs out of the hands of the trusted advisers 
of the persons interested in the estate, and to hand them over to 
the impersonal administration of a public office. The 
promoters of the Bill did not venture to push their scheme 
to its extreme lengths, and they inserted a clause under 
which the appointment of the public trustee would not 
necessarily have interfered with the employment of par- 
ticular banks, and particular solicitors and other profes- 
sional men; but this was, as is well known, struck out by 
the Standing Committee on Law. The fact is, as we have 
before insisted, that the Bill in its present form goes far beyond 
what is required for the attainment of the objects which its 
promoters have in view. The least that can be done is to re- 
insert—as the letter in question suggests—the original clause 
with reference to the employment of bankers and solicitors, 
and we believe that Sir Henry Fowzzr has already given notice 
of an amendment to this effect. This alteration, however, would 


go but a little way to remove the numerous objections to which 
the Bill is open. 


Appropriation of Payment. 


A very singular instance of the rule which entitles a creditor, 
receiving payment of part of his debt, to appropriate the amount 
as he pleases, occurred in the recent case of Seymour v. Pickett 
(1905, 1 K. B. 714). The rule was stated recently by Lord 
MaonaGaTen in Zhe Mecca (45 W. R. 667; 1897, A. OC. 286): 
‘When a debtor is making a payment to his creditor he may 
appropriate the money as he pleases, and the creditor must apply 
it accordingly. Ifthe debtor does not make any appropriation 
at the time when he makes the payment, the right of application 
devolves on the creditor.” And after pointing out that formerly it 
was considered that the election must be made “within a 
reasonable time,” Lord MacnacurTEn said: “ Butit has long been 
held, and is now quite settled, that the creditor has the right of 
election ‘up to the very last moment.’” In the present case it 
was held that the rule allowed the creditor to e his election 
when he was giving evidence as a witness in an action brought 
by him against the debtor. The plaintiff, who was an unregis- 
tered dentist, and so debarred by the Dentists Act, 1878 (41 & 
42 Viet. c. 33), from suing for fees, had done work for and 
supplied materials to the defendant to the extent of £45. The 

gave in payment two cheques for £20 and £25. The 
former was paid ; the latter, which was -dated, was not paid, 
and the action was brought upon it. Primd facie the plaintiff 
could not recover the money due to him and so could not 


Co. v. Duckworth (20 T. L. R. 46) between dentists’ 
ees and dentists’: charges for materials supplied was 
followed in the present case, and as the materials were assessed 
at £21, this apportioned the £45 into two parts—£21 for which 
the plaintiff could sue,.and £24 for which he could not. In the 
witness-box he claimed to appropriate the £20 received on the 
first cheque to the £24, leaving £4 due on this head, which he 
waived. Hence, if the appropriation was effectual, he was 
entitled to sue for the remaining £21. The Court of Appeal 
held that the words ‘“‘up to the very last moment” in Lord 
MacnaGuren’s dictum included the appearance of the plaintiff in 
the witness-box, and he was entitled, therefore, to make the 
appropriation. 


The Workmen’s Compensation Act. 


Two prcistons of importance have been given in the last few 
days by the Court of Appeal on the Workmen’s Compensation Acts, 
The old question, what is an accident arising out of the employ- 
ment? was raised again in Wilkes v. Dowell (reported elsewhere), 
and was decided in favour of the injured workman. He was 
asisting in unloading a ship at a wharf, and was in the course of 
his employment standing close to the opening to the hold, when 
he was seized with an epileptic fit and fell into the hold, receiving 
the injuries for which compensation was claimed. It is obvious 
that the real cause of the injury was disease, which had 
nothing to do with any risk of the employment. Can it, 
therefore, be said to have been an accident or to have arisen 
out of the employment? On the other hand, the workman was 
standing in a dangerous place in the course of his employment, 
and if he had not been standing there he would not have been 
hurt; so that, although his falling was not an accident, his 
falling into the hold was an accident. The insurance case of 
Laurence v. Accident Insurance Co. (7 Q. B. D. 216) was asimilar 
case. ‘There a person who was insured against death by accident 
was standing on a railway platform waiting for a train, when he 
was seized with a fit and fell on to the line and was run over and 
killed. It was held that his death was accidental ; and in the recent 
case the court held that the injuries to the workman were caused by 
an accident, and that the accident arose out of his employment. 
In another case of Sharp v. Johneon, a workman whose work 
commenced at 6.30 a.m., and who came from his home by train, 
used to arrive some twenty minutes before work commenced, 
because of the railway arrangements, as also did a number 
of his fellow workmen. Each man on arrival was obliged to 
deposit a brass disc or ticket at the office near the entrance of the 
premises. The men obliged to arrive early were allowed the 
use of a room where they could breakfast while waiting till the 
works were open. The appellant was just about to hand in his 
ticket at 6.10 one morning when he fell into a hole which had 
recently been dug near the entrance and was injured. The 
court held, overruling the county court judge, that the accident 
did arise out of, and in the course of, the appellant’s employ- 
ment, on the ground that a reasonable margin must be allowed 
to enable a workman to get to his place of actual work on the 
premises. If during that time he was engaged on anything for 
the benefit of his employer as well as of himself, that was in the 
course of his employment. There have been several cases in 
which men going to their work and meeting with an accident on 
the employer’s premises have been held entitled to compensation ; 
and in Blouett v. Sawyer (1904, 1 K. B. 271) a man was held to 
be entitled to compensation who was injured while eating his 
dinner in the dinner-hour, during which he need not have been 
on the premises and for which he was not paid. In each case it 
appears that, in the opinion of the court, the man who was dining 
or about to breakfast was feeding himself for the employer's 
benefit as well as for his own. 


Corporations and Exemption from Income Tax. 


Tux PLEAsuREs of spring have been fully set forth by the poets, 
but in England it is the season of east winds and income tax. 
The Income Tax Acts are rather dreary reading, and decisions 
upon their construction have only a languid interest for students 
of the Law Reports, but the case of Mylam v. Market Harborough 
Advertiser Co, (1905, 1 K. B. 708) has some features of novelty. 





sue on the cheque, but the distinction made in Hennan 


The effect of this decision is that a limited company, registered 
under the Companies Acts, is not exempt from liability to the 
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payment of income tax by reason merely of its income not 
exceeding £160 a year. It was argued by the Crown that a 
body corporate was not a ‘‘ person ” within the meaning of section 
163 of the Income Tax Act, 1842, which specifies the limit of 
total exemption in the case of ‘ persons ” charged or chargeable 
tothe duties granted by the Act. But the learned judge by 
whom the decision was given (Puitiimorg, J.) did not base his 
judgment on the ground that the word “person” neces- 
sarily excluded a corporation, and declined to express 
any opinion on that point. The reason for the decision 
was found in the fact that, under section 54, an incor- 
porated body must make a return of an estimate of its 

fits or gains together with a declaration of the manner in 
which the profits are estimated; the estimate must be made 
before payment of any dividend, and when the dividend is paid, 
the shareholders are to allow out of their dividends a propor- 
tionate reduction in respect of the duty charged. The company 
were bound to make the statutory return of their profits before 
payment of any dividend, and in paying the dividends they were 
entitled to deduct from the dividend of each shareholder the 
proper proportion of income tax chargeable to him. There was 
therefore no ground for holding that the company was entitled 
to exemption. The learned judge added that the company 
lost nothing by this decision or by paying the income tax, 
because it deducted the amount of the income tax from the 
dividends before paying them to the shareholders, and equally 
the shareholders lost nothing, because if any shareholder was 
entitled to exemption there was a well-known procedure by 
which he could obtain repayment of the amount of income tax 
deducted. We take leave to doubt whether this procedure is 
well known, and from all we can hear the difficulty of obtaining 
repayment is so great that many persons submit to the loss 
of the money which they have paid rather than face the trouble 
and delay which they have to undergo in substantiating their 
daim. But in the case under consideration there seems to be 
nothing to support the right to exemption. 


Sentimental Damages. 


Ay action recently tried in the City of London Court furnished 
an example of those breaches of contract for which it is difficult 
to assess compensation in money, though they have undoubtedly 
been attended by annoyance and inconvenience. The action was 
against the well-known tourist agents, Messrs. Tuomas Coox & 
Co. The plaintiff had bought from them a return ticket from 
London vid the United States to Japan. Coupons were attached 
to the tickets, which were exchanged at the different termini for 
steamer or railway tickets. On the return journey, he handed 
all his baggage at San Francisco to one of the defendants’ 
servants, for them to place on board the steamer at New York 
in his own particular state-room. He paid the defendants for 
that service, and they assured him on his arrival in New York 
some days later that his baggage was on board, and that it would 
be handed to him as soon as the steamer was under way. When 
the steamer started, he found that his baggage was not on board, 
and he had to cross the Atlantic with nothing but a tooth-brush 
anda sponge. He could scarcely present himself at the dinner 
table, and he had to borrow acollar of the purser. He recovered 
his baggage after his arrival in Liverpool, and the damages for 
which he brought his action were the price of clothes which he 
had to buy in Liverpool. There could be no difficulty about this 
head of damages, but let us suppose that the plaintiff had found 

8 luggage immediately on his arrival at Liverpool and that it 

een unnecessary to buy clothing to replace that which had 

been mislaid. Could the annoyance which the plaintiff suffered 
during the voyage be the ground of a claim for substantial 
damages? Many persons who have left London by railway for 
4 visit to friends during the Christmas holidays have found at 
the end of their journey that their luggage had not been placed 
in the van, and have, in consequence, been exposed to so much 
comfort that it has seriously interfered with the pleasure of 
éir visit. But could they claim substantial damages for the 
breach by the company of their contract? Could their discomfort 

Measured in money? We remember to have heard of a case 
Where the wine for a splendid banquet in the country had been 

ased in London and had been despatched by railway. But it 





be imagined. But Englishmen who hold that alcohol in any 
form is a poison would say that, though there might be a breach 
of contract, there was no real damage, and in any case it is diffi- 
cult to ascertain the principle on which damages could be assessed. 
Does therule de minimis non curatlex apply to such cases? Arethere 
to be no damages for mere vexation and a ? We 
cannot find that there is much authority on the subject. The 
reason may be that the claim would usually be a modest one, and 
would therefore not be investigated in the superior courts. And 
in many cases where the breach of contract could not be disputed 
the party in default might think it expedient, without admitting 
liability, to offer same solatium for the annoyance which had 
been sustained. 


Taking Mortgage Accounts With Rests. 


THE Two recent cases of Wrigley v. Gill (53 W. R. 334; 1905, 
1 Ch, 241) and Ainsworth v. Wilding (53 W.R. 281 ; 1905, 1 Ch. 
435) deal with a point of some importance in the taking of an 
account against a mortgagee in possession. In the ordinary 
course the account of rents and profits runs on quite separately 
from the account of the principal and interest due under the 
mortgage, so that it is not till the close of the account that the 
mortgagor is credited with the receipts on account of rents and 
profits. These then go in discharge of the accumulated interest, 
and the balance is applied in reduction of the principal. But 
where the receipts from time to time on account of rents and 
profits are substantially in excess of the interest due, this process 
gives an unfair advantage to the mortgagee, and under such 
circumstances, provided interest wag not in arrear when 
the mortgagee entered into possession, the account may 
be directed to be taken with annual or other rests, 
so that at each rest a balance is struck on the interest and rents 
and profits account, andthe surplus at once carried to the credit 
of principal. How, then, is the taking of the accounts affected 
by the sale of part of the mortgaged property? The natural 
course is to apply the proceeds first in payment of any balance 
of interest then due after giving the mortgagor credit for rents 
and profits received, and apply the surplus in reduction of the 
principal. And this requires, of course, that a rest must then 
be made in the account of rents and profits. The 
account was treated in this manner by Mommy, 
M.R., in Zhompson v. Hudson (L. R. 10 Eq. 497). A 
sum of £21,600 had been received from a sale of part 
of the mortgaged property. There was duea balance of about 
£1,000 on account of interest over and above receipts. This 
sum was first paid out of the £21,600, and the surplus carried 
at once to credit of principal, so that the interest then ran upon 
the reduced mortgage debt. It is not an unnatural deduction 
from this case that, as above suggested, any receipt on account 
of sales should be accompanied by a rest in the account, but in 
both the above cases this rule has been rejected. The mere fact 
that a sale has taken place of part of the property does not 
entitle the mortgagor to a rest in the rents and profits account. 
Apparently the proceeds of sale are to be applied, first in pay- 
ment of interest due without making allowances for any rents 
and profits received, and then the surplus is to be credited to 
principal. This, however, is too favourable to the mortgagee, 
and it may lead to his being allowed to retain in his own hands a 
considerable balance of rents and profits. We are not sure that 
this point was appreciated in Wrigley v. Gill and Ainsworth v. 
Wilding. 


Unregistered Interests in Ships. 

WE prnint elsewhere a letter from Mr. J. E. Hoce supplying 
an omission which we made last week in our notice of his wor 
on the Australian Torrens system. We questioned the accuracy 
of describing “‘the policy of the Shipping Acts” as being the 
recognition only of “a single registered estate,” and did not 
notice that Mr. Hoce had pointed out in a note that the analogy 
applies only to the old Shipping Acts prior to 1862. The fact 
that the Shipping Acts have undergone so vital a change in 
regard to registration is not without importance in relation to 
registration of title to land. The Ship Registry Act, 1845 
provided that bills of sale of ships were not effectual till 
registered, and that a transfer in any other way was not 
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law or in equity.’ The Merchant Shipping Act, 1854, 
continucd the provisions as to registration, but omitted 
the declaration that unregistered instruments were to be void. 
It was decided by Liverpool Borough Bank v. Zurner (2 D. F. & 
J. 502) that this omission did not reverse the policy of the earlier 
Act, and that an unregistered instrument created no equitable 
interest. But the result was too inconvenient to be acquiesced in, 
and equitable interests in shipping were recognized by section 3 
of the Merchant Shipping Act Amendment Act, 1862, which is 
re-enacted by section 57 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894. 
It was decided by Black v. Williams (43 W. R. 346; 1895, 1 Ch. 


408) that the register is decisive as to priorities, and that a 
registered mortgagee does not lose his priority by notice of an 
earlier unregistered charge; but, subject to the register, other 
instruments are allowed their proper effect. It is thus clear that 


no attempt to confine interests in land to those which appear in 


the register could succeed, If this has been found impracticable 








If discoveries of hidden treasure were more frequent than 
appear to be, it might be expedient to give public notice at the 
police-stations and elsewhere of the law upon the subject and to 
offer some small reward to those who should place the treasure 
in the hands of the proper authorities. 


Service of Amended Writ. 


Ir any hopes were entertained that a troublesome question of 
practice would be decided one way or the other by the Court 
of Appeal in Jamaica Railway Co. v. Colonial Bank (W. N. 1905, 
58), they were doomed to disappointment. The question was 
whether an amended writ of summons is a document which, 
where a defendant has failed to appear to the original writ, 
requires to be personally served on him; or one which may be 
served on him by filing it in default under ord. 19, r. 10, or ord, 


in the case of shipping, it certainly could not be put into opera- | 67 y. 4, of the Rules of the Supreme Court. 


tion as regards land, where the creation of equitable interests is 
far more prevalent. 


Aiding in the Fraudulent Removal of Goods to 
Avoid a Distress. 

A comPLAInT of a somewhat unusual nature was heard this 
week by the magistrate at the Lambeth police-court. It is well 
known that fraudulent removal of goods in order to avoid 
distress is a common occurrence in London and in other large 
places, and occasionally proceedings are taken against the tenant 
so acting. But such tenants, as a rule, could not eff-ct their 
purpose without the assistance of some person who supplies the 
necessary vehicle of removal, and it is very rare for pro- 
ceedings to be taken against him. Of course, it would in 
some cases be difficult to saddle him with notice of the 
fraudulent object of the removal; but as these flittings 
are often by moonlight, or, better still, at a time of night 
when there is no moon, a presumption of knowledge would 
in such cases easily be raised. The Act under which proceed- 
ings may be taken is the Distress for Rent Act, 1737. It pro- 
vides that any tenant fraudulently carrying off or concealing his 
goods, or any person wilfully and knowingly aiding the tenant 
in the fraudulent removal or concealment of goods, to prevent 
the landlord from distraining for rent then due, shall forfeit 
double the value of the goods so removed or concealed. Where 
the value of the goods is over £50, their double value can 
apparently only be recovered by action, but where the value 
does not exceed £50 it can be recovered on complaint to a court 
of summary jurisdiction. In the recent case summary proceed- 
ings were taken against the person assisting in the removal and 
an order was made for a penalty. The precedent may be found 
useful to other landlords who have tenants in like case offending. 


‘* Finding is Keeping.’’ 


THE ANCIENT proverb ‘‘finding is keeping” appears to be 
founded up»n an erroneous view of the English law, and we can 
only hope that those who handled the coins said to have been 
recently discovered in Kensington may not find it necessary to 
make their appearance before a police magistrate. Gold coin 
buried in the ground, and of which the ownership cannot be 
traced, may undoubtedly be claimed by the Crown as treasure 
trove, and if any stranger, with full knowledge of all the circum- 
stances under which the coin was discovered, appropriates it to 
his own use, he runs the risk of being convicted of larceny. The 
story of what occurred at Kensington is certainly a singular one. 
During the demolition of some houses near the Underground 
Railway station, High-street, Kensington, an earthenware teapot 
is said to have been discovered containing a number of what 
looked like dises or tokens. These were thrown on to a rubbish 
heap and were picked up by labourers, one of whom is said to 
have offered seventeen to a publican for a quart of ale but to 
have been unable to conclude any agreement. Finally a jeweller, 
to whom one of the coins was shewn, is said to have pronounced 
it to be a spade guinea. Spade guineas are in good request and, 
to the best of our belief, command a premium of some 50 per cent. 
on their nominal value. We are, therefore, not surprised to hear 
that the authorities of Scotland-yard have ordered inquiries to 


At first sight, this may appear to be a question of no great 
difficulty, but it has in fact for many years maintained 4 
pendulum movement from one to the other of the two possible 
answers. A third alternative has now been found by the Court 
of Appeal, which has decided that in some cases an amended 
writ requires personal service, and in some cases may be served 
by filing in default. The question is one of great practical 
importance, which calls so urgently for a clear definition of 
practice one way or the other, either by the court or the Rule 
Committee, that we make no apology for dealing with it at some 
length. 

Prior to the formation of the Central Office, two different 
practices prevailed. In the Chancery Division an amended writ 
of summons could be served on a defendant who had been 

ersonally served with the original writ and failed to appear, 
o filing it in default against him under ord. 67, r.4. That 
rule seems by its terms to clearly uphold this practice. It 
provides that where no appearance has See entered for a party, 
all writs, notices, &c., not requiring personal service may be 
served by filing in default. The word “ writs” appears to in- 
clude an amended writ of summons, which, where a defendant 
has appeared by svlicitor, is served on his solicitor. It is not, 
therefore, a document which in ordinary practice requires 
personal service. 
In the common law divisions, however, wherever a writ of 
summons was amended and a defendant to the action had failed 
to appear, no proceeding in default of appearance was permitted 
until the defendant had been personally served with the 
amended writ and had again failed to appear. Ord. 67, r. 4, 
was not considered applicable to an amended writ of summons, 
which was regarded as outside the rule. 
Here, then, was a direct conflict between the practice on the 
Chaucery side and that on the common law side. The reason is 
easy to explain. In ordinary Chancery actions service of an 
amended writ entailed no immediate consequences. It was a 
mere step in the action towards a full consideration by the court 
of the just interests of all the parties, whether they had appeared 
or not. No injustice, therefore, could ensue from permitting an 
amended writ of summons to be served by filing under ord. 67, 
r. 4. 
In the common law divisions the position was entirely 
different. They were eutering judgments in default of appear- 
ance at the rate of from 18,000 to 20,000 per annum, including 
those entered in the district registries, which rate has been fully 
maintained, as may be seen by reference to the judicial statistics. 
It was not then, nor is it now, an unusual circumstance that a 
plaintiff desired to amend his writ after he had served it on 4 
defendant who had not entered any appearance. It might be an 
alteration of the claim, or by striking out “or adding a plaintiff 
or defendant. In either case it might well be an amendment 
which, if the defendant knew of it, would materially alter his 
decision not to appear in the action, but to let judgment 
go against him in default. Now it is obvious on the face of it 
that filing a documentin default against a purty does not bring 
that document to his actual notice. It is a mode of service 
invented solely to prevent a defendant in default of appearance 
from stopping the progress of interlocutory proceedings by the 





be made as to the manner in which the coins were disposed of. 


mere fact jf his default. So long as that purpose is strictly 
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to, this service by filing in default is a most valuable 
improvement of procedure, especially in Chancery proceedings. 
But down to the formation of the Central Office in 1880 it was 
not considered to apply to common law proceedings. The idea of 
applying it to an amended writ of summons would have been 

ed as an absurdity. And, indeed, it is as impossible now 
as it was then, for reasons which we will state later on. 

This was the position of the question until the fusion of law 
and equity under the Judicature Acts was applied to the official 
departments by the amalgamation of the Chancery and Common 
Law offices of the courts. 

It was only natural that the conflicting views held on the 
Chancery and Common Law sides should, after the departmental 
amalgamation, have caused uncertainty as to whether ord. 67, 
1.4, applied to an amended writ of summons. Until 1891 the 
cemmon law practice prevailed, and an amended writ of 
summons was treated as being outside the scope of the 
rule both in Chancery and Queen’s Bench. Then Re Hartley 
(39 W. R. 604; 1891, 2 Ch. 121) was decided. It is unfortunate 
that the only decisions which have been given on the point have 
been in Chancery actions, because the bearing of the question 
on common law actions has never been considered. And yet 
the decisions are as binding on the practice in King’s Bench 
actions as in Chancery actions. The head-note to the report of 
Re Hartley is as follows: ‘“‘An amended writ may be delivered 
(sic) to a defendant, who has made default in appearance, by 
filing it in default at the Central Office, personal service being 
unnecessary.”” The use of the word “delivered ” in the head- 
note is accurate, for Norru, J., regarded service of an amended 
writ as being regulated by ord. 19, r. 10, which refers to delivery 
of pleadings. ‘The amendment of the writ in that case was 
far reaching. The original writ claimed appointment of new 
trustees of a will and receiver. By amendment the writ became 
one for administration of the trusts of the will and codicil. It 
was an alteration of the title of the writ and the claim indorsed, 
but, nevertheless, service by filing was held sufficient. This 
decision was never applied to common law actions, as it was felt 
to be impossible to apply it. Its application to an amended 
originating summons was shortly afterwards refused by Currry, 
J.,in an unreported case of Fairbairn v. Von Dadelsen, cited in 
the Annual Practice, 1905, at p. 1027. 

We come now to the important decision of the Court of 
Appeal in Jamaica Railway Co. v. Colonial Bank (W. N. 1905, 
62). It places the question on quite a novel footing. The 
court took the view that the nature and extent of the amendment 
was the determining factor. ‘There is no hard and fast rule 
that an amended writ must necessarily in every case be re-served 
personally on a non-appearing defendant. e rules are silent 
on the subject, and the court clearly has jurisdiction to proceed 
without requiring personal service. In each case the 
court has a discretion, and will take care that no injustice shall 
be done to a non-appearing defendant.” 

The point was raised ina Chancery action, and was argued and 
decided in view only of its effect on Chancery proceedings. It 
does not appear that the effect upon King’s Bench actions was 
taken into consideration. The decision, however, is binding on 
both sides of the High Court, though it is not easy to see how it 
is to be applied in the King’s Bench Division, or, indeed, in the 
Chancery Division either, im all cases. In fact, it cannot be 
applied in King’s Bench actions. 

he difficulty arises in actions within ord. 18, rr. 2 to9. Is 
the practice which has always prevailed hitherto to be aban- 
oned—namely, that no judgment in default of appearance can 
signed on an amended writ without its having been 
personally served on any defendant who has failed to appear to 
the original writ ? 

According to the judgment referred to, the answer is to depend 
on whether the amendment is important in its nature, which is 
to be determined by the court. The difficulty here is to find a 
just reason why the court should thus take out of the hands of 
the absent defendant the right to decide this questicn 
himeelf. When he is served with the original writ 
he decides to allow judgment to go against him in default, 

use he is satisfied that as against the writ served 
on him he has no defence, and prefers to avoid the expense of 
employing a solicitor by allowing judgment to go by default. 


This he has a perfect right todo. He may be sued along with 
another defendant, and may be satisfied to be so sued. [f his co- 
defendant were to be struck out by amendment, he might, if he 
knew of it, have preferred to appear and apply for leave to serve 
third party notice for contribution on the person named in the 
original writ as his co-defendant. Is the plaintiff to be allowed to 
amend his writ behind the defendant’s back by striking out the 
co-defendant and, without personally serving the defendant 
again, to take judgment against him, to be immediately followed 
by execution ? 

Again, the defendant may allow judgment to go in default 
because he knows he has no defence to the claim indorsed on 
the writ. Is the plaintiff to be allowed to alter that claim and, 
without re-service, to take judgment in default on the altered 
claim which the defendant has not seen, and which, if he had 
seen, might have caused him to change his mind and appear? 
Considering that in the majority of these actions judgment is 
entered and execution issued at the same time, this seems highly 
dangerous. 

But there is another practical difficulty in applying the 
decision in Jamaica Railway Co. v. Colonial Bank, Judgment in 
default under order 13 is regulated by rules which begin, 
‘* Where the writ of summons is indorsed with . . and the 
defendant fails to appear thereto, the plaintiff may,” &c. When 
the plaintiff applies for judgment in default on an amended writ 
which has not been personally served on the defendant, how can 
the defendant be said to have failed ‘‘ to appear thereto”? As a 
matter of fact he has not done so, because he can only “fail to 
appear” to a writ of summons after having been personally 
served therewith, which is not the case when the amended writ 
has merely been filed against him in consequence of his non- 
appearance to the original. 

Then, again, what is there to fix the date of the defendant’s 
default of appearance to an amended writ served on him by filing 
under ord. 19, r. 10, or ord. 67, r.4? There is no rule which 
does so, as there is in the case of pleadings under ord. 19, r. 10, 
for the time for appearance to a writ is fixed by the writ itself, 
and not by anyrule. This is a matter of the greatest importance, 
for in administering a number of rules working automatically, and 
allowing judgment immediately on default being made, the two 
essentials are the service and the time-limit. There must be no 
blurring of the one or the other. It is essential that the utmost 
care should be taken that the default should be established beyond 
the possibility of doubt. This is impossible unless the day when 
default first occurs is clearly and unmistakeably defiaed. Under 
the existing practice there is no doubt on this point, for the 
defendant in default is again served with the writ as amended, 
calling on him to appear within eight days, and he has the 
eight days from such service in which to appear. If he 
fails to appear, he is in default on the ninth day. 
We are not aware of any rule or practice which fixes a time 
when default arises after an amended writ is served by filing in 
default. In the absence of such a time-fixture there can be no 
default, and therefore no judgment in default. It may be 
argued that the filing in default is equivalent to service, and 
that the citation in the writ calling on the defendant to appear 
within eight days is binding on him from the day of filing. 
But in answer to this it may be said that nowhere in our rules 
or practice is there any single instance where a defendant is 
called upon to enter appearance to a document citing him to do 
so, unless such document is personally served on him. If it 
is intended that he shall be called upon to enter appearance 
to the amended writ, then he must clearly be served with it 

nally, or by substituted service. Service by filing cannot 
justly be held to bind him to enter appearance, with the penalty 
of immediate judgment in default of his so doing, when it is 
obvious on the face of it that he has no knowledge of the writ 
ag been amended, nor of its having been technically served 
on him. 

If it is argued that his default of appearance to the original 
writ has made him liable to judgment, it may be answered that, 
if so, such judgment ought in justice to be given only on the 
original writ, to which alone he has made default. _ 

t is clear from the judgment in Jamaica Railway Co. v. 
Colonial Hank that the Court of Appeal was dealing only with 





ordinary Chancery actions in which service of an amended writ 
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is a mere interlocutory proceeding towards trial, for VaucHan 
Wiis, L.J., specially stated that ‘If at the trial it should 
appear that any injustice would be done to the non-appearing 
defendants by reason of the want of personal service of the 
amended writ, the judge would still have power to prevent that 
injustice.” The court clearly did not intend its decision to apply 
to an action in which service of an amended writ could be 
followed, without any other step, by judgment in default and 
execution. An authoritative statement to this effect is greatly 
needed in order to prevent the practice under order 13 from being 
disturbed either in the King’s Bench Division or the Chancery 
Division. If service of an amended writ is to be allowed ina 
certain class of cases, it is highly desirable that the dividing line 
should be clearly and authoritatively drawn, so as to exclude all 
cases coming under ord. 13, rr. 2 to 9. 








Disclaimer of Leaseholds in 
Bankruptcy. 


Tue decision of the Court of Appeal (Vavenan Witttams and 
Sriauine, L.JJ., and Baryzs, P.) in Re Carter § Ellis (ante, 
. 864; 1905, 1 K. B. 735) settles the construction which is to 
placed upon section 13 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890, in 
respect of the liability imposed upon a person who takes a 
vesting order of leaseholds upon disclaimer by the trustee in 
bankruptcy of the lessee. The trustee’s right to disclaim arises 
under section 55 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. That section 
enacts that where any part of the property of the bankrupt 
consists of land of any tenure burdened with onerous covenants, 
the trustee may disclaim the property in writing within a period, 
originally of three months, and now, under section 13 of the 
Act of 1890, of twelve months, after his appointment. The 
disclaimer operates to determine, as from its date, the 
rights, interests, and liabilities of the bankrupt and his property 
in or in respect of the property disclaimed, and it also discharges 
the trustee from all personal liability in respect of the property 
disclaimed as from the date when the property vested in him. 
Thus the disclaimer has the effect of cutting out altogether the 
bankrupt and his estate and his trustee from consideration when 
the future disposition of the property has to be determined. 

It remains, however, to consider what effect this has 
upon the rights and liabilities of third parties. Under the 
corresponding provision of section 23 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1869, the lease was deemed to have been surrendered at the 
date of the disclaimer, but no express provision was made as to 
the effect on a third party, such as a sub-lessee, If the statutory 
surrender was treated as actual, it would put an end to 
the rights of the lessor under the lease; but under 8 & 9 
Vict. c. 106, s. 9, his reversion would become the reversion 
expectant on the sub-lease, and he would have the rights of 
the bankrupt against the sub-lessee. This view was taken of 
section 23 in Smalley v. Ilardinge (29 W. R. 554, 7 Q. B.D. 
524); but it was held by the Court of Appeal in Zr parte Walton 
(30 W. R. 395, 17 Ch. D. 746) that, since the surrender was 
merely fictitious, its effect ought to be limited to the object in 
view—namely, the relief of the bankrupt and his estate and his 
trustee from liability. Thus, as between the lessor and the sub- 
lessee, the term remained in existence, and the lessor was able 
to enforce such rights as did not depend upon privity of contract 
between himself and the sub-lessee. Therefore he could distrain 
and he could re-enter for breach of covenant, And this view of 
the effect of the disclaimer was expressly incorporated in section 
55 of the Act of 1883, which provides, by sub-section 2, that the 
disclaimer shall not, except so far as is necessary for the purpose 
of releasing the bankrupt and his property and the trustee from 
liability, affect the rights or liabilities of any other person. 

But the state of affairs which thus arises when a trustee in 
bankru disclaims a lease is not such as can conveniently be 
allowed to continue, and section 55 went on to provide, by sub- 
section 6, that an order might be made vesting in some defined 
person the lease which had been left without an owner. The 
—— for such vesting order may be made by any person 
er claiming any interest in the disclaimed property or under 





and the property may be vested in any person entitled thereto, 
or to whom it may seem just that it should be delivered by way 
of compensation for such liability; and the vesting order jg 
made upon any terms that the court thinks fit, subject, however, 
to the directions contained in the proviso to sub-section 6, ag 
modified by section 13 of the Act of 1890. According to the 
proviso the vesting order is not to be made in favour of a sub. 
lessee or mortgagee by demise ‘‘ except upon terms of maki 
such person subject to the same liabilities and obligations as the 
bankrupt was subject to under the lease in respect of the pro. 
perty at the date when the bankruptcy petition was filed.” 

Henceasub-lessee or mortgagee by sub-demise who takes a vest. 
ing order must submit to undertake the liabilities of the bankrupt 
under the lease, but the proviso did not say whether he stepped 
altogether into the shoes of the bankrupt, so as to be liable as 
an original lessee, or whether he would be in the same position 
as an ordinary assignee, so as to be able to get rid of his 
liability by a future assignment. This question was raised, but 
not decided, in Re Finley (37 W. R. 6, 21 Q. B. D., p. 487), and 
its decision became unnecessary by reason of the provision of 
section 13 of the Act of 1890, that the court may, if it thinks fit, 
modify the terms prescribed by the proviso in sub-section 6 of 
section 53 so as to make the person in whose favour the vesting 
order is made subject only to the same liabilities and obligations 
as if the lease had been assigned to him at the date when the 
bankruptcy petition was filed. 

The effect of the modification introduced by section 13 of the 
Act of 1890 was considered by Vaucuan Wit.iams, J., in Re 

Walker (64 L. J. Q. B. 783), and the result of that case 
apparently was that it was only under exceptional circumstances 
that the sub-lessee would be allowed to take a vesting order as 
assignee. The difference, as the learned judge pointed out, 
between his taking as an original lessee and as assignee was that 
an assignee is only bound by such covenants as run with the 
land, and only for breaches occurring after the assignment and 
before the assignee has assigned over; and that the liability of 
the assignee is a liability by privity of estate, and nota liability in 
contract. In Re Walker there had been breaches of covenant 
prior to the bankruptcy, so that the lessor had an existing right 
of re-entry, and VaucHan Witttams, J., did not consider that 
section 13 ought to be applied so as to deprive the lessor of 
this existing right. He refused, therefore, to put the mort- 
gagees who were taking the vesting order in the position of 
assignees; but, on the other hand, he required the lessor to 
consent to accept a surrender of the lease at any time on six 
months’ notice, the mortgagees performing the covenants of 
the lease up to surrender. 

In the present case of Re Carter § ilis (supra) there had 
been no breaches of covenant prior to the bankruptcy, and 
the sub-lessees, who were mortgagees by demise, contended 
that they were entitled to a vesting order as assignees. 
In this contention the Court of Appeal held that they were 
right. The intention of the Legislature, observed VaucHan 
Wits, L.J., was, while they were providing for the relief of 
the trustee from liability in respect of onerous obligations of the 
bankrupt, including the obligations arising under a lease, to do 
so with as little disturbance as might be of the rights and 
liabilities of third persons by reason of the disclaimer; and he 
considered that to make the mortgagees liable as original lessees 
would affect their rights and liabilities in a way not ‘‘ necessary 
for the purpose of releasing the bankrupt and his property and 
the trustee from liability.” 

The question depends, of course, upon the manner in which 
the vesting order affects the lessors and the mortgagees respec- 
tively, and it was a material consideration in Re Carter § Lillis 
that the leases contained no restriction on assignment. Hence, 
immediately before the bankruptcy, the mortgagees could 
have taken as assignees without objection tn the part of the 
lessors, and a vesting order in the terms asked for did not confer 
any undue advantage on the mortgagees at the expense of the 
lessors; while, on the other hand, they would have been prejudiced 
had the court required them to assume the position of original 
lessees. This was a position which had never been. con- 
templated by them when they took the mortgage. In this view 
Srieuinoe, L.J., and Barnes, P., concurred, The lessors were, 
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—>= instead of insolvent, and they were not entitled also 
thereto, to have the mortgagees burdened with the liability of 
by way iginal lessees. The result appears to be that, in any particular 
rder ig case, the exact position of the lessor and the sub-lessee must be 
>W ever, carefully considered, but that there is not so much difficulty in 
n 6, as ving effect to section 13 as seemed to be implied by the judg- 
to the ment of Vavcnan Witiams, J., in Re Walker (supra). If there 
@ sub. are no existing breaches of covenant, and if the leases contain 
making po restriction on assignment, then, apparently, the vesting order 
as the should impose on the mortgagee only the liabilities which he 
he Pro- ould take as an assignee of the lease. 
<. Vest 
nkrupt ° 
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of his Tas LAW AND PRACTICE OF LICENSING: BEING A DIGEST OF THE 
ad, but Law REGULATING THE SALE BY RETAIL OF INTOXICATING LIgUOR, 
), and with Futt APPENDIX OF STATUTES, RULES, AND Forms. By 
ion of GzorGE JoHN TALBOT, Barrister-at-Law. SECOND EDITION. 
aks fit, Stevens & Sons; Sweet & Maxwell. 
a 6 of The unfortunate result of the crowd of books which have recently 
esting red on licensing law is that a really valuable book runs the 
ations isk of being overlooked and of never reaching the position to which 
on th its merits entitle it. We hope this will not be the fate of Mr. Talbot’s 
. work, which contains as reliable a guide to the law on the subject as 
any book we have seen. It is in the form of a code, which is an 
of the excellent form for a book on a subject founded entirely on statute. 
in Re Bach proposition of law is stated with clearness and accuracy, and is 
t case followed by explanatory notes and references to statutes and cases, 
tances It is not alarge book, but it is large enough, and it contains all that 
ler as the practitioner can reasonably expect to find in a text-book. 
| out, 
s that Tax Licensinc Act, 1904: wirH AN INrRODUCTION GIVING A 
h the SUMMARY OF THE Law As TO GRANTS AND TRANSFERS OF 
it and LICENCES; THE TEXT OF THE ACT, WITH EXPLANATORY 
ity of Notes; THE LIcENSING RvtLEs, 1904; AND AN APPENDIX 
lity in CONTAINING THE CHIEF STATUTORY PRovIsions RELATING TO 
enant GRANTS AND TRANSFERS. By C. A. MonracuE Bartow, 
right Barrister-at-Law, assisted by Epwyn Banrctay, Director of Barclay, 
- that Perkins, & Co. (Limited). Jordan & Sons. 
or of This is another of the many books which have been lately published 
morte on this subject, and in its arrangement and contents it resembles 
a a some of those which we have noticed in these columns. A book 
primarily on the 1904 Act cannot be expected to have a long life, as 
or to persons will prefer a book dealing comprehensively with the whole 
D six subject. Therefore it is not surprising that the authors of such 
its of books should have hurried in order that their books 
should commence their ephemeral existences with as little delay as 
. had possible. The authors of the present book, howevgr, have not been in 
and such a hurry, and therefore the workmanship is of a superior order. 
nded We are glad to be able to recommend the book, the title of which 
nan fully explains its scope, as a useful guide to the Act. 
were ; 
oP Libel and Slander. 
: sie A Digest oF THE LAW or LIBEL AND SLANDER, AND OF AcTIONS 
+ ON THE CASE FOR WorDs Causing DAMAGE, WITH THE EVIDENCE, 
, PROCEDURE, PRACTICE, AND PRECEDENTS OF PLEADINGS, BOTH IN 
and Civin AND CrimimnaL Cases. By W. Brake Opacers, K.C, 
d he Fourtu Epirion. By the AuTHoR and J. Brom“Ey Eamugs, 
33068 Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons. 
ary Nearly nine years has elapsed since the third edition of this 
and Well-known work was published. It cannot be said that in 
that time the law relating to libel and slander has undergone 
hich any remarkable change. Not a single statute has beea 
pec- passed which directly affects the subject, and although there 
Ellis are a good many decisions reported, few of them are of first-rate 
nce importance. Probably one of the most interesting and important is 
ould McQuire v. Western Morning News Co. (51 W. R. 689; 1903, 2 K. B. 
100), on the difficult question as to what is fair comwent on a matter 
the of public interest. The judgment of Collins, M.R., is an extremely 
nfer valuable exposition of the law relating to newspa criticism, and is 
the calculated to check vexatious actions. The new edition of the present 
iced book has been brought up to date by the incorporation of all 
inal Teported decisions of any consequence. The arrangement of the 
20n- chapters has been altered slightly, and chapter appears 
iow with the new title of ‘Actions on the Case for Words which 
ere, Cause Damage.” This chapter includes, in a new form, the 
ia matter which was contained in the chapter called ‘‘ Trade Libels or 








Slander of Title.” The new title is undoubtedly a better and more 

accurate one. The portion of the book dealing with civil procedure 

also has been re-written. In other the book presents a 

familiar appearance and is little changed. It is the book on the sub- 

ject, and contains an immense mass of information on every branch 

8 it. _ new edition will no doubt fully maintain the reputation of 
e work. 
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An Encyclopedia of Forms and Precedents Other Than Court 
Forms. By Eminent Conveyancing and Commercial Counsel, under the 
General Editorship of ARTHUR UNDERHILL, M.A., LL.D, Barrister- 
at-Law, assisted by CHARLES OTTO BLAGDEN, M.A., WILLIAM E. C. 
Baynes, M.A., LL.M., VaLe Niconas, and Horack FREEMAN, 
M.A., Barristers-at-Law. Vol. VIII.: Lands and Railways Clauses 
Acts to Mortgages. Butterworth & Co. 

A Treatise on the Law of Partnership. By the Right Honourable 
Lord LinDLEy, a Lord of Appeal in Ordinary. Seventh Edition. 
By the Honourable WALTER B. LINDLEY, a Judge of County Courts, 
and T. J. C. Tomirn, M.A., B.C L. (Oxon.), Barrister-at-Law. 
With an Appendix on the Law of Scotland. By J. CAMPBELL 
Lorimer, LL.B., K.C. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited.) 

An Inquiry Into and an Explanation of Decimal Coinage and the 
Metric System of Weights and Measures. By EDwyn ANTHONY, 
M.A., J.P., Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition. George Routledge 
& Sons (Limited). 

The Legal Position of the Clergy. By P. V. Smirz, LL.D., 
Chancellor of the Diocese of Manchester. Longmans, Green, & Co. 
The Law Magazine and Review: A Quarterly Review of Juris- 
prudence. May, 1905. Jordan & Sons (Limited). 








Correspondence. 


The Australian Torrens System, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ]} 


Sir,—With reference to your notice of the Australian Torrens 
System in to-day’s issue, I should like to be aliowed to point out 
what appears to be a slight oversight on the writer’s part, which I 
should not trouble you with but for the fact that the writer has 
evidently been at some pains to form an estimate of the book and the 
Torrens system. It is stated ‘that this description . . . does 
not correctly represent the policy of our own Shipping Acts.” On 
turning to note 28 on p. 777, @ reference to p. 10 will be found, 
and I have there expressly pointed out that the courts in South 
Australia and Queemsland seem to have founded their remarks on a 
case which was decided before the Shipping Act of 1862—Live 
Borough Bank v. Turner (1860, 1 J. & H. 159, 2 D. F. & J. 502), dis- 
tinguished in Black v. Williams (1895, 1 Ch. 408). In the latter case 
it is pointed out that before the Act of 1862 ‘‘ the equitable title could 
not be dealt with.” JaMEs Epwarp Hose, 

8, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, May 6. 

[See observations under ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Ep. S.J.] 








Points to be Noted. 


Company Law. 


Shares—Irregular Allotment—Return of Application Moneys— 
Company Registered before 1901.—Section 4 of the Companies 
Act, 1900 (which applies to companies registered before the 
Act, but inviting the public to subscribe for its shares after 
the end of 1900), provides that if the minimum subscription 
is not obtained, or the application moneys in respect thereof 
have not been paid within forty days of the first issue of the pro- 
spectus, no allotment is to be made, but all application moneys shall 
be forthwith repaid, and that in default for forty-eight days from 
the issue of the prospectus the directors are jointly and se y liable 
for the amount. By section 5 an allotment in contravention of section 4 
is to ‘‘ be voidable at the instance of the applicant within one month 
after the holding of the statutory meeting of the company and not 
later.” One would suppose that this section did not apply to com- 
panies registered before the Ist of January, 1901, because section 12 
only requires the statutory meeting to be held in the case of companies 
limited by sbares and registered on or after that date. A company 
registered before 1901 for the tirst time invited the public to subscribe 
for its shares by issuing a prospectus in 1904. is act brought it 
within section 4. Application moneys were received, but not for 
the amount required by section 4, aud the directors avcordingly 
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sent round a circular to the subscribers for shares to whom allotments 
had been made, pointing out that the shares had been inadvertently 
allotted in contravention of that section, and offering to cancel allot- 
ments and return the application moneys. Now it so happened that 
there was an agreement between the company and another company 
(the plaintiffs) that the latter should bear the cost of printing and 
advertising the prospectus in consideration of the company paying 
them a certain amount, and they brought an action for specific per- 
formance of the agreement, and applied for an interim injunction to 
restrain the company from cancelling the allotments and returning 
the application moneys. The injunction, was refused, it being held 
(1) that the allotments were not void; (2) that they were voidable ; 
(3) that the time-limit under section 5 did not apply, as the company 
could not have a statutory meeting; (4) that the contract to take 
shares remained voidable for an indefinite time unless there was 
acquiescence ; (5) that a ‘‘small amount of acquiescence”’ would 
suffice to bar the right to rescind. The last proposition probably 
means that the court would readily infer acquiescence. The time-limit 
in section 5 clearly does not apply, but section 4 absolutely prohibits 
allotment in such a case, and where section 5 does not apply it would 
be a reasonable construction of section 4 to hold that it made the 
allotment void ab sitio. FINANCE AND ISSUE (LIMITED) v. CANADIAN 
PropucE CorPorATION (Buckley, J., Aug. 12, 1904) (1905, 1 Ch. 37) 


Corporatioa as Trustees.—The Bodies Corporate (Joint Tenancy) 
Act, 1899, enables a boty corporate to hold property in joiut tenancy 
with an individual, and one is not, therefore, much surprised at a 
decision that a limited company may be appointed a new trustee of 
a settlement jointly with a surviving trustee thereof.- Re THompP- 
son’s SETTLEMENT TRUSTs (Swinfen Eady, J., Nov. 30, 1904) (1905, 
1 Ch. 229). 








Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 
WILKES v. DOWELL & CO. (LIM). No.1. 6th May. 


Master anp Servant—AccrpentaL Insurres—‘‘ AccipENtT ARISING OUT OF 
Empioyment ’?—Frr Causinc Fatt—-WorkmMen’s Compensation Act, 1897 
(60 & 61 Vicr. c. 37), s. 1, svuB-sEcTION 1. 


Appeal from an award of Judge Addison, K.C., sitting at the Greenwich 
County Court, under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. The 
applicant was a wirkman who was employed in unloading coal from a 
steamer at his employers’ wharf. The coal was put into a bucket which 
was raised from the hold by means of a hydraulic crane. The applicant's 
duty was to stand on a stage next the opening into the hold and 
give signals to the man working the crane, and to guide the bucket 
with a long pole while it was being lowered into the hoid. While so 
engaged the applicant was seized with an epileptic fit and fell into the 
hold and was injured. It appeared that he had had three epileptic fits on 
different occasions before the day in question. In proceedings to assess 
compensation under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, the county 
court judge said that he was bound by authority to hold that the injuries 
were not caused by an accident arising out of the empluyment, and he 
made an award in favour of the employers. The applicant appealed. 

Tue Court (Cotiixs, M.R., and Maraew and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Cotiiss, M K., said that, in his opinion, the injuries were caused by an 
“‘accident.”’ The cases of policies of insurance against accident, R-ynolds 
v. Accident Insurance Co. (18 W. R 1141), Winspear v. Accident Insurance 
Co. (29 W. R. 116, 6 Q. B. ). 42), and Lawrence v. Accident Insurance Co 
(29 W. R. 802, 7 Q. B. D. 216), shewed that the fall must be looked 
at jas causing the injuries, and not the fit, which was the cause of the 
fall. As was pointed out by the House of Lords in Fenton v. Thorley 
& Co. (52 W. R. 81; 1903, A. C. 443), the word ‘“ accident ”’ 
in the Workmen’s Compensation Act had a wider meaning than that 
word as used in a policy of insurance against accidents, where 
special stipulations were inserted with the view of excluding liability 
for injuries arising from disease. If, therefore, the injuries in the present 
case would be caused by an accident within the meaning of a policy of 
insurance, @ fortiori that would be so under the Act. The remaining 
question was whether the accident arose ‘‘out of’ the applicant’s 
employment. The applicant was, by the conditions of his employment, 
bound to stand upon the edge of this hole. When he was seized with a 
fit he almost necessarily fell down the hole. The injury resulted from 
the fall which was brought about by the necessity imposed upon him ot 
working next to the opening into the hold. The accident, therefore, arose 
‘* out of ”” his employment, and he was entitled to compensation. 

Marnew, L.J., concurred. 

Cozens-Hanpy, L.J., concurred. Upon the authorities it was clear that 
the injuries were caused by an ‘‘accident.’’ In his opinion the accident 
arose ‘* out of ’’ the employment He could not accept the contention that 
employers were not responsible for the remote consequences arising from " 
disability which the workman brought with him to his work. A man 
suffering from liability to fainting tite, or an old man, would be more 
likely to meet with an accident than a healthy man or a young man. If 
in the discharge of his duty the man met with an accident it would non 
the less arise out ofjhis employment because the remote cause was his 





physical disability.—Connsex, Overend and John Duncan ; Ruegg, K.C., and 
W. Shakespeare. Soutcrrors, Roland H. Ward ; William Hurd & Son, 
| Reported by W. F. Barry, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


BACK v. DICK, KERR, & CO. (LIM.). No. 1. 4th and 5th May, 


Master anp Sexvant—AccipENtT—CoMPENSATION—‘* ENGINEERING Worx” 
—Tramway Berne Larp Hatr-a-Mite From Sration—Accipenr 9 
Worxman Untoapinc Karts at Sration—‘‘On on In oR Anzovur tap 
Work ’’—Puysicat AREA or Work Berne DonE—WorkKMEN's ComMpPEnsas 
Tron Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vicr. c. 37), 8. 7, SUB-SECTION 2. 


Appeal by the employers from an award made by the county court 
judge sitting at Exeter. The appellants were contractors who had en. 
tered into a contract to take up the old tramway rails in certain streets 
in Exeter, and to lay down new rails for electric tramcars. The 
new rails were brought to Exeter by the London and South. 
Western Railway Co. to their Queen-street Station, and some of 
them were stored in their goods yard, and were taken directly from 
there to be laid in the street. Some were stored elsewhere, but there 
was no provision in the contract as to the place where the rails should 
be stacked, The applicant was employed in the Queen-street yard 
assisting to unload rails from a truck and stack them there by means ofa 
hand crane, when he was injured by an accident At that time the ouly 
work éommenced under the contrict was the taking up of the old rails in 
the street on the St. David’s Station side of the Clock Tower, about 700 
yardsaway. In proceedings to assess compensation under the Act of 1897 
it was admitted by the respondents that the tramway was a “‘ railroad” 
within the definition of ‘‘ engineering work ”’ in section 7, sub-section 2, of 
the Act as laid down in Fle:cher v. London United Tramways (Limited) (1902, 
2 K. B. 269), but the point was taken that at tne time of the accident the 
applicant wasnotemployed ‘‘ on orinor about engineering work’’; engineer- 
ing work being defined as ‘‘ any work of construction or alteration or repair 
ofarailroad . . .’? Thecounty court judge (bis Honour Judge Lush 
Wilson, K.C.) held that it would be impossible to restrict the meauing of 
the words “‘ engineering work ’’ to the limited meaning contended for by 
the contractors, although the words in the section imported definite locality 
as meaning the thing on which the labour was bestowed. In his opinion 
the words “‘ on or in or about engineering work’’ included any portion of 
the selected area upon which the essential operations were conducted. 
found that the site upon which the rails were stacked in the yard was “on 
or in or about ’’ the engineering work at which the applicant was employed, 
and he made an award in his favour accordingly. Hence the appeal by the 
contractors. 

Cottuss, M.R., in giving judgment, said the place where the accident 
happened was in the yard belonging to the railway company, distant some 
700 yards from where the actual work of constructing the new tramway 
was going on, and in his opinion the judge was wrong in holding that the 
applicant when assisting to unload the rails at the railway station was 
engaged upon “‘ engineering work ’’ as defined by the Act. The authorities 
shewed that the courts regarded the definition in section 7 as denoting a 
physical locality where labour of a certain class—the construction, altera- 
tion, or repair of a railroad—was being done, and to come within the Act 
tne workman must be employed on or in or about that physical area. 
He thought that the station yard was not within that area. It 
was not correct to say that any piece of land on which any incidental, 
though perhaps essential, work was done was, as a matter of law, part of 
the physical area of the engineering work. The judge had therefore 
misdirected himself in arriving at the conclusion that the station yard 
was part of the locality of the engineering work, and his decision must 
be reversed. 

Marnew and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., gave judgment to a like effect. 
Appeal allowed.—t‘ounseL, Shakespeare; Gutterrdge. Soxicrrors, Hurd § 
Son, for Ford, Harris, § Ford, Exeter; Baylis, Pearce, & Co., for Dunn § 
Baker, Exeter. 

[Reported by Erskine Rep, Esy., Barrister-at-Law.| 


CHALLIS v. LONDON AND SOUTH-WESTERN RAILWAY CO. No.1. 

5th May. 

Master AND Sesvant—CompensaTION ror Injury By AccriDENT—ENGINE- 
DRIVER —ACCIDENT ARISING Out or AND IN THE CouRsE oF EMPLOYMENT 
—Srone-THRowinG at Trarns—‘' Risk’? Arracninc To EmpLoyMENT— 
Workmen's Compensation Act, 1897, s. 1, suB-secTiIon 1. 

This was an appeal from an award made under the Workmen’s Compel- 
sation Act by the county court judge sitting at Basingstoke in favour 
of the respondents. The appivants for compensation were the widow 
and children of an engine-driv-r in the employ of the London and 
Svuth- Western Railway Co., who died on the 7th of March, 1904, in con- 
sequence, as it was alleged, of accidental injuries sustained by him on the 
5th of November, 1903. On the day of the accident Challis was driving 
the engine of an express train from Basingstoke to Waterloo. As the 
train was passing under Merton-road Bridge, at the rate of fifty miles an 
hour, something that was thrown or fell from the bridge struck one of the 
eye-glasres in the cab of the engine, and some pieces of the shattered glass 
flew into the deceased man’s eye. his face was cut, and he suffered a severe 
shock. He, however, was able to keep on drivitfg the train, and it was 
not until he reached Waterloo that his injuries were attended to. The 
county court judge found that the injury was caused by a stone intention- 
ally dropped by some boys from ths bridge on to the engine, and he held 
that this act being a wilful and intentional act, the injury could not be 
said to have been caused by accident arising out of the deceased man’s 
employment within the meanivg of section 1, sub-section 1, of the Act. 
On this ground, and without deciding whether the death of the deceased 
man was the result of the injury, he gave judgment for the respondents. 
The applicants apr -aled. 
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Tax Court allowed the appeal. 
Cott, M.R., in giving judgment, said it was a matter of common know- 
that a train in motion was an object of attraction for boys, and the 
offence of throwing stones at a train was made a felony by Acts of Parlia- 
ment. This danger to which an engine-driver was exposed was a “‘ risk ’’ inci- 
dental to his employment. Therefore, although the word “‘risk”’ did not occur 
inthe Act, stone-throwing at trains was nevertheless an incident which ren- 
dered the employers liable under the Act. The decision in Armitage v. Lan- 
eashire and Yorkshire Railway Co. (1902, 2 K. B. 178) was distinctly in favour 
of this view, as here the act was not the tortious act of a fellow workman 
which had no relation to their common employment. Clerk, L.J., in 
Faleoner v. London and Glasgow Engineering Co. (3 Fraser 564) said : ‘‘ It was 
as against accidents incidental to the special employment that the benefit 
of the statute was given.’? The county court j had not decided 
whether the accident was the causa causaus of the man’s death. Therefore, 
all they could do was to send the case back with an intimation that, in the 
inion of the court, the accident arose under circumstances that would 
oe the widow and children a right to compensation if, at the hearing, it 
was shewn that the death of her husband was attributable to the accident. 
Marnew and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., gave judgment to the same effect. 
Case remitted accordingly.—Counset, Ruegg, K.C., and Compston; C. A. 
Russell, K.C., and J. A. Simon. Soxicrrors, Oscar Edmonds, for Ford ¢ 
Warren, Leeds ; Bircham ¢ Co. 
[Reported by Exsxixe Rein, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re NORTH OF ENGLAND STEAMSHIP CO. (LIMITED AND REDUCED). 
No, 2, 2nd May. 


Company—SpeciaL Resotvution—ConrirmMaTIon—Nortice or Mertrncs— 
ContiInGEeNT Notice—Arricies or Assocration—Compantgs Act, 1862 (25 
& 26 Vicr. c. 89), s. 51. 


This was an appeal against the decision of Buckley, J. (reported ante, p. 
402; 1905, 1 Ch. 609). A petition was presented by the above company 
for the confirmation by the court of a special resolution which was alleged 
to have been duly passed for the reduction of the capital of the company. 
Section 51 of the Companies Act, 1862, provides: ‘‘ A resolution passed by 
a company under this Act shall be deemed to be special whenever a resolu- 
tion has been passed by a majority of not less than three-fourths of such 
members of the company for the time being entitled, according 
to the regulations of the company, to vote as may be present, 
in person or by proxy (in cases where by the regulations of the 
company proxies are allowed), at any general meeting of which notice 
specifying the intention to propose such resolution has been duly 
given, and such resolution has been confirmed by a majority of such 
members for the time being entitled, according to the regulations of the 
company, to vote as may be present, in person or by proxy, at a subsequent 
general meeting, of which notice has been duly given and held at an 
interval of not less that fourteen days, nor more that one month from the 
date of the meeting at which such resolution was first passed. . . . 
Notice of any meeting shall, for the | ag ace of this section, be deem 
to be duly given and the meeting to be duly held whenever such notice is 
given and meeting held in manner prescribed by the regulations of the 
company. . .”’ Article 70 of the regulations of the company provided : 
“Whenever it is intended to pass a special resolution the two meetings 
may be convened by one and the same notice, and it shall be 
no objection that the notice only convenes the second meeting 
contingent)y on the resolution being passed by the requisite 
majority at the first meeting.’’ In the present case notice of the first 
meeting, at which it was proposed to submit a resolution for the reduction 
of the capital of the company, was given for 15th of February; and the 
notice went on to say: ‘‘ Should such resolution gbe duly passed by the 
required majority the same will be submitted for confirmation as a special 
resolution to a subsequent extraordinary general meeting of the company 
which will be held on Friday, the 3rd day of March, 1905, at the same time 
and place.’’ The resolution was duly passed at the first meeting, and a 
resolution confirming it was passed at the second meeting. But Buckley, 
J., held that the notice of the second meeting was invalid because it was 
not an absolute notice, but a contingent notice, and that consequently the 
confirming resolution was not duly passed. His lordship accordingly dis- 
missed the petition. He held in effect that, having regard to section 51, 
Clause 70 was ultra vires. The company ap R 

Tue Court (VaucHan Wituiams, Romer, and Srirue, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal. 

Vauenan Witurams, L.J.—The court has to determine whether proper 
notice was given of the confirmatory meeting. It was said it was not a 
proper notice because it was not a notice of a meeting which in any event 
would take place, but of a contingent meeting which would take place only 
if a certain event happened ; in other words, a notice of a meeting for the 
purpose of confirming a resolution if it had been duly passed by the first 
meeting. It was said that notice of such a contingent meeting was a bad 
notice, and that the proceedings consequent upon it were therefore 
invalid. And it was said that the court was bound so to hold by reason 
of the decision of the Oourt of Appeal in Alexander v. Simpson (38 
W. R. 161, 43 Ch. D. 139). In my opinion that decision does not 
bind the court to hold that the notice given in the present case is a 
bad notice. If the judgments in that case are looked at it will be found 
that they turn upon the construction of the articles of the particular 
company and the terms of the notice which had been given. ‘That was 
all which the court had to decide there, and it is plain that the whole point 
was one of construction. In the present case clause 70 of the articles differs 
entirely from clause 52 of the articles in Alexander v. Simpson. And in 
my opinion the notice in the present case, which was in effect the same as 
that in Alexander v. Simpson, has been made a proper notice so far as the 
articles of the company are concerned, by the final paragraph of clause 70, 





which amply justifies the notice. The notice is therefore valid, unless 
there is an: in section 51 of the Companies Act, 1862, which makes 
that m of clause 70 wlira vi But the final clause of 


vires. 
section 51 says that notice of any meeting shall be deemed 
to be duly given, and the meeting to be duly held, ‘* whenever 
such notice is given and meeting held in manner prescribed by the 
regulations of the .? The of this com prescrike 
that the notice may be given in the form in which it has been given, and I 
cannot see anything inconsistent with the letter or the spirit of section 51. 
I can understand that there t be a in articles which would 
he insensivtent sit: Senet se te the letter, of section 51, if, for 
instance, it deprived the ders of the opportunity of consideration 
which the Legislature intended they should have between the passing of 
the resolution and its confirmation. Such a provision would be improper. 
But I cannot come to the conclusion that an article which provides that 
one notice may be given of the two meetings, with a proviso that the second 
meeting shall take place only in the event of a resolution being passed at 
the first meeting which could be subject of « m at the second 
meeting, deprives the shareholders of any right to which they were 
entitled. The fact is that, when there is a provision that a resolution is to 
be passed at one meeting and confirmed at a second, you cannot prevent 
the second meeting being contingent on the passing of the resolution at 
the first. It must necessarily be contingent. It is said that there ought 
always to be two notices, and that the notice of the second meeting ought 
not to be given until the result of the first meeting was known In my 
opinion that is a mere matter of detail. In Alexander v. Simpson the court 
held that there was nothing in a provision for os the notices of 
the two meetings in one document which would e such a provision in 
the articles ultra vires. In my opinion there is nothing ultra vires in clause 
70. The substance of the pan Hs somry of Buckley, J., was that clause 70 was 
ultra vires. I always differ with hesitation from that learned judge, 
especially in a matter of this kind, but I think his decision in the present 
case is wrong. The appeal must be allowed, and the resolution for 
reduction confirmed. 

Romer and Srieuine, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same effect.— 
Counset, Martelli. Soxicrrors, Gibson § Weldon, for Bertrand Watson, 
Stockton-on-Tees. 

[Reported by J. I. Srimurvo, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 

Re MARY KIDDLE.. GENT v. KIDDLE. Kekewich, J. 4th May. 
Wiutt—Oonsrrvuctrion—Iiecrtmats Curnp—Guirt To “ GRANDCHILDREN.” 

Adjourned summons. Kiddle by her will appointed ‘‘my son 
George Kiddle and my son-in-law George Lockyer Gent’’ to be her 
trustees and executors. After cree F pee m4 bequests she gave and 
devised her residuary estate ‘‘ unto equally té be divided between all 
my grandchildren.” = was an illegitimate son of the 
testatrix. She had other c’ who were legitimate. ‘The executors of 
G. L. Gent now applied to have the question (ster alia) determined 
whether the children of George Kiddle took under the gift to grand- 
children. For the other grandchildren of the testatrix it was argued that 
the old rules must be and no further step taken without hesita- 
tion. It would bea further step to hold that the children of an illegitimate 
son should take under a bequest to ‘“‘all my dchildren ’’: Re Hall, 
Branston v. Weightman (35 W. R. 797, 35 Ch. D. 551), Re Jodrell, Jodrell v. 
Seale (38 W. R. 267, 721, 44 Ch. D. 590), Re Wood, Wood v. Wood (50 W. R. 
103, 695; 1902, 2 Ch. 542), and Re Parker, Parker v. Osborne (45 W. R. 536 ; 
1897, 2 Ch. 208). F . 

Kexewicn, J., in giving judgment, said that the testatrix recognized 
George as her son in fact, though he was not in law. The gift to take asa 
class of grandchildren must therefore include the children of George.— 
Counsst, Kerly ; Freeman ; and Draper. Soxicrrors, Reed § Reed, for Reed § 
Co., Bridgwater. 

[Reported by P. Joux Botanp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re G@OULDER (DECEASED). GOULDER v. GOULDER. Swinfen Eady, J. 
3rd and 4th May. 


Wi11—Consrrucrion—Lxcacy on Conpition—Guirr Over on Bankruptcy 
—Nortics—AssiGNMENT BY TRUSTEE IN Banxruptcy—Exrsct or Grrr 
Over. 

Originating summons. This was a summons taken out by the trustees 
and executors of the will of James Goulder for the construction of his will 
in respect of a portion of his residuary estate, whether a gift over of such 
residue on the tcy of the legatee had taken effect or not. The 
facts were shortly as follows: By his will, dated the 22nd of November. 
1894, the above-named testator, after appointing George Goulder and 
Thomas Hattersley trustees and executors or his said will, and after sundry 
bequests, devised and bequeathed all the residue of his real and personal 
estate whatsoever and wheresoever unto and to the use of his trustees, their 
heirs, executors, administrators, and assigns, upon the trusts therein men- 
tioned, until the decease of his said wife, and on her death, after provid- 
ing for certain payments therein mentioned, u trust to divide the same 
into eleven equal parts, and to pay (inter alia) two eleventh parts to his 
brother, John Goulder, for his own use absolutely, and the testator further 
provided that if his said brother should be unable at the time of his 
decease, or at any time prior to the actual payment to him of his share 
or any part thereof on the division of the estate to give a receipt to his 
trustees for his share by reason of his having committed or suffered 
any act whereby he had deprived himself of the right to the benefit of 
such share either in whole or in part, then such share or that part which 
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his said brother could not receive for his own benefit was to be paid unto 
and equally between such of his said brother's children as should then be 
living. The said James Goulder died on the 23rd of November, 1894, 
and his will was duly proved by the said executors and trustees. The wife 
died on the 16thof August, 1904. The amountof theresidue realizedafterthe 
death of the widow amounted to £986 7s. 6d. On the 3lstof October, 1904, 
the trustees requested their solicitors to write to the various beneficiaries 
under the will explaining that they would be prepared to distribute the 
estate on the 2nd of November. On that date the trustees’ solicitors 
received notice that two bankruptcy notices had been served on the said 
John Goulder, and that the bankruptcy petition was fixed for hearing at 
Sheffield County Court the next A The solicitors thereupon, at an 
interview the same day, informed John Goulder that in consequence of this 
information they advised the trustees not to pay to him his share in the 
two elevenths as under the trusts of the will it would pass to his children. A 
receiving order who made aguinst the said John Goulder on the 3rd of 
November. and on the Ist of December a Mr. J. L. Taafe was appointed 
trustee in bankruptcy of his estate. By av indenture dated the 20th of March, 
1905, the said J. L. Taafe as trustee assigned to E. D. Mullis, G. H. John- 
son, and H. H. Stones, as assignees, the two eleventh parts or shares of the 
said John Goulder in the residue of the said sum of £1,200. The originat- 
ing summons having been already issued, the three assignees were added 
asdefendants. The remaining defendant, as a son of the said John Goulder, 
claimed to be entitled to his father’s share under the gift over. 

Swrxren Eapy, J.—The question is, what is the true construction of the 
language which the testator uses in his will? By that will a sum of £1,200 
is set apart for the widow for life, and after her death the residue is divided 
into eleven equal parts, two elevenths of which residue is to go to the 
testator’s brother John Goulder absolutely. Then follows the proviso on 
which the question turns, ‘‘ Provided always that in the event of either of 
my said brothers John Goulder and Alfred Goulder being unable at the 
time of my decease or at any time prior to the actual payment to him of 
his share or any part of his share on the division of my estate to give a 
receipt to my trustees for his share by reason of his having committed or 
suffered any act whereby he has deprived himself of the right to the benefit 
of such share either in whole or in part, then 1 direct my trustees to stand 

of the share of such brother or that part of such share which my 
said brother is unable to receive for his own benefit and to pay the same 
unto and equally between such of his childrefi as are then living as 
being sons shall attain or have attained the age of twenty-one years 
or being daughters shall attain or have attained that age or shall 
marry or have married under that age, and if there be only one 
such child then all to such one child.” Now, the estate was 
insufficient to provide this sum of £1,200. The wife of the testator 
died on the 16th of August, 1904, and thereupon so much of the estate 
as was set aside for the sum of £1,200—namely, £986 7s. 6d., became 
then divisible. The notice by the trustees that they would be prepared to 
distribute was made as efrly as the 2nd of November, and on the same day 
they had notice of these acts of bankruptcy committed by John. On the 
16th of November he was adjudicated a bankrupt. it has not been 
successfully disputed that before the actual payment he had committed an 
act of bankruptcy ty noncompliance with a bankruptcy notice. It is 
said that the true construction of the will is, if John should commit or 
suffer any act, &c., before the actual date at which it shall be payable— 
that is, before the death of the tenant for life. I am of opinion that the 
jae ora of the will is a great deal too clear to permit of effect being given 
t p tion. The testator provides that the whole or any part of 
his share is to go over, and he evidently contemplates the date of the 
actual payment. It isto be the date forgiving the receipt when the son shall 
actually receive the same or such part as is his share. The will also con- 
templates that there may be successive payments, but before he actually 
receives any he may be disqualified, and so much as he does not receive is 
to go over. Counsel for the defendant assignees referred me to Re 
Sampson (40 Soxicrrons’ Jovunar, 353; 1896, 1 Ch. 630). [His lordship 
referred to Stirling, J.’s, remarks on pp. 634-635 in that case and 
also Martin v. Martin (L. BR. 2 Eq. 404), Wood, V.C.’s, remarks 
on p. 413.] In the present case the language of the testator is 
much stronger than in Martin v. Martin, and when he gives these shares 
he means ‘‘ actual payment,’’ and he refers to the legatee giving an actual 
receipt. Having arrived at that conclusion, the question remains, is such 
@ proviso legal’ Can the law give effect to it (iis lordship referred to 
Sir G. Jessel’s judgment in Johnson v. Crook (28 W. R. 12, 12 Ch. D. 639) 
and Fry, J., in Le Uhaston, Chaston v. Leago (29 W. R. 778, 18 Ch. D. 218). ] 
It is clear in these cases you may have a gift vested and liable to be 
divested. Under the circumstances I must give effect to the law as laid 
down by Jessel, M R.,and Fry, J. It is a common provision to make a 
gift to A. for life, with remainder to the children in A., the children take 
vested interests. Singular as 1s the particular evidence on which the 
divesting is to take effect, I must give legal effect to the will. Under the 
nces, therefore, I come to the conclusion that the gift over must 
take effect.— Couxsz1., Owen Thompson ; Gatey and W. M. Hunt. So.scrrors, 
Peacock & Goddard, for Henry Vickers, Son, & Brown, Sheftield ; 7. H. Aldous, 
for J. BE. Wing, Sheffield. 


[ Reported by A. R. Taviovn, Eeq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


ie LEVESON-GOWEZR AND /- THE SETTLED LAND ACTS, 1882 TO 
1890. Swinfen Kady J. 4rd May. 





Sermiepy Lasxy--Texaxt von Livy—Impnovements—Lease or Swrtiep 
Korares—Acests’ Commissrox—Caritar ox Income—Serriey Lanp Act, 
1862—Sermrpy Laxy Act, 1800 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 69), ». 13, sun- 


SECTION 72. 
This was an originating summons, taken out by the tenant for life in | 


possession under a settlement made in 1889 of certain settled estates, for a 
declaration that the trustees of the said settlement appointed for the pur- 
poses of the Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 1890, might be directed to repay to 
the tenant for life, the applicant, out of capital moneys that had arisen 
under the said Acts in respect of the said estates certain sums hereinafter 
mentioned for improvements incurred by the applicant in respect of the 
said estates, and also as.to whether the commission which certain 
agents had charged in respect of the letting of the principal mansion- 
house could be properly paid out of such capital moneys as afore- 
said. The facts were shortly as follows: Under an indenture dated 
the 24th of June, 1889, the present applicant, Mr. Granville 
Charles G. Leveson-Gower, became, through the deaths of his father 
and elder brother, tenant for life in possession of certain settled 
estates in Surrey and Kent, among which was the Titsey estate, the sub- 
ject of the present application. There were certain rent-charges for £300 
and £800 subsisting on the said settled estates, which were confirmed by 
the will of the applicant’s father. The respondents to the summons were 
the present trustees of the said indenture appointed for the purposes of the 
Settled Lands Act in lieu of two others. Another respondent was Richard 
H. G. Leveson-Gower, the eldest son of the applicant and the tenant in 
tail of the said estates. The settled estates consisted of Titsey Place and 
grounds, which was the principal mansion-house, another house, known as 
Hookwood, and numerous farms, tenements, and hereditaments in various 
parishes. By an agreement dated the 15th of November, 1902, the applicant 
leased Titsey Place, together with the park and all sporting rights, to Lord 
Burghclere on a short tenancy for three or four months. Subsequently 
by an indenture dated the 27th of July, 1903, Lord Burghclere took 
the said estate for a period of fourteen years (determinable as therein 
mentioned) at a yearly rental of £600 for the house and grounds. ‘he 
applicant by an affidavit stated that it was a condition of Lord Burghclere’s 
taking the estate that two vineries on the estate should be rebuilt, as they 
were in a dilapidated state, and that a new fence should be constructd 
between the park and the gardens to keep out the cattle. ‘The vineries and 
fence were accordingly constructed, and were paid for out of the applicant’s 
own pocket. In 1896 the tenant for life further erected a cattle-shed, and 
the next year new loose boxes, also he rebuilt a greenhouse in place of an 
old one, and which expenses were paid for personally by the tenant for 
life. The applicant now asked that the trustees might be directed to 
repay to him out of the capital moneys in their hands the following sums, 
being the amounts expended by him upon the various improvements, and 
which he alleged were necessary owing to the letting of the said settled 
estates, and their condition at the time of such letting: (a) £294 17s, 7d. 
for rebuilding the vinery and peach-house; (6) £48 10s. for erecting new 
cattle-sheds ; (c) £258 for new loose boxes; (d) £194 5s. 6d. for a new park 
fence; (ce) £249 16s. 6d. for a new greenhouse. Also that a sum of £60 
charged by the agents for letting of the said Titsey Place might under the 
circumstances be payable out of such capital moneys as aforesaid. 
Swinven Eapy, J.—This is an application by the tenant for life of 
certain estates situated partly in the counties of Surrey and Kent. He 
claims under a settlement made in 1889. The previous tenant for life 
died on the 30th of May, 1895, and on his death the present applicant 
became the tenant for life in possession. I am told that he is between 
thirty and forty years of age. There are two rent-charges subsisting on 
the property, and the interest on mortgages amount to between £3,000 
and £4,000. Both the mansion-houses on the estate have been let, and it 
appears that with respect to the house and grounds now in question a 
sum of £294 17s. 7d. was expended on rebuilding a vinery and peach- 
house, and this sum is amongst other items claimed to be allowed out of 
the capital moneys. It appears that these glasshouses were in a state of 
dilapidation seven years ago,’ In the autumn of 1902 Lord Burghclere 
took Titsey Place, the house in question, ona short tenancy for three or 
four months, and the following year entered into au agreement to take it 
for aterm of years. The applicant states that it was suade a term of the 
agreement that the vinery and peach-house should be rebuilt. Though 
the evidence is wanting on this point, nevertheless I will accept the 
statement of the applicant. The peach-house was not rebuilt until some 
months after the vinery had been rebuilt. ‘The first question before the 
court is whether the erection of a vinery and peach-house fall within 
sub-section 2 of section 13 of the Settled Land Act, 1890. ‘The glass- 
houses are some distance from the house, and were pulled down com- 
pletely before they were rebuilt. Under the circumstances I am of 
opinion that where a building is entirely removed, and an entirely new 
building is erected, it does not fall within the sub-section, which runs 
‘* Making any additions or alterations in buildings reasonably necessary or 
proper to enable the same to be let.”” Even if the cost of erecting these 
glasshouses were to come within the sub-section, and the court could 
exercise its discretion, I should hesitate, because the cost of these glass- 
houses is something like a half-years’ rental, and having regard to the state 
of the rent, and general rental of the estate, and the cost of the glass- 
houses, and the fact that no scheme was submitted to the trustees ter so 
long a time, I should hesitate rather before I sanctioned it. With 
regard to the greenhouse, that was built many years before the 
other buildings, and it was apparently quite past repair. It is much 
smaller than the old ‘one, but a uew greenhouse is in no_ better 
porition than the vinery or peach-house. With respect to the other 
two items for the loose boxes and the park fencing I am of opinion 
that both fall within the meaning of repairs on which capital money can 
be expended. I think the sum of £400 will meet the justice of that case. 
With regard to the remaining question of the commission which was 
charged for the letting to Lord Burghclere, it is a short tenancy under 
an occupation lease, and the agents have charged a commission of £60, at 
the rate of 5 per cent. for the first year and 24 per cent. for the second 
and third years. ‘The application is made after the first two years have 
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tically expired. I think it is an ordinary income charge. I am there- 
fore of Opinion that a commission payable to an agent on securing a short 
tenancy is not an expense that ought to be thrown on the capital, and I 
decline to order the trustees to pay that commission or any part of it 
out of the capital.—CounseL, Austen-Cartmell; P, Wheeler ; R. Burleigh 
Muir. Soxscrrors, Cooper, Turner, § Evans, for Morrisons § Nightingale, 

igate. 
meer [Reported by A. R. Taytour, Esq., Barrigber-at-Law.] 
Re APPLETON, FRENCH, & SCRAFTON (LIM.). Warrington, J. 

3rd May. ™ 


Courany— Winpinc ur — Examination or Directors — Employment or 
CounseEL— ALLEGATIONS oF MisreEasaNce—Cosrts or Drrecrors Examinep 
_—Jvrispiction—Jupicatuase Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 44), s. 5—Com- 
panres Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vict. c. 89), s. 115. 

This was a summons by Messrs. J. W. Watson and A. Appleton, two 
directors of the above company, asking for the costs of an attendance by 
them for examination to be allowed them. The respondents to the 
summons, Robert & Henry Adams (Lim.) and J.T, Wilson had, upon 
allegations of misfeasance, obtained, in February, 1900, an order that a 
summons should issue to examine these directors and other persons under 
section 115 of the Companies Act, 1862, and that the respondents (the 
applicants in that summons) might apply for leave to take proceedings 
under section 10 of Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, after the exam- 
ination was concluded. The directors were accordingly summoned to 
attend and were examined on three days in November, 1900, with a 
view to establishing a case of misfeasance against them. At. this 
examination they employed counsel and solicitors to represent 
them. In July, 1902, the respondents to the present summons issued a 
misfeasance summons against the directors, asking for an order that they 
should contribute to the assets of the company sums amounting to more 
than £50,000. This summons was in July, 1904, dismissed with costs ; 
but the costs of the directors upon their examination were not dealt with. 
The present summons was accordingly taken out by the directors asking 
for an order that the respondents should pay them their costs of the 
examination and of their being represented thereat by their solicitors and 
counsel. ‘I'his was opposed by the respondents upon the ground that the 
directors appeared as witnesses and not as parties to any legal proceeding, 
and that as such they had no right to employ solicitors or counsel except 
at their own expense ; that the court had no jurisdiction to allow these 
costs; and even if it had a discretion to allow them ought not to exercise 
it; and the cases of Ex parte Waddell (26 W.R. 9, 6 Ch. D. 328) and Re 
Grey's Brewery Co. (28 So.icrrors’ Journat 104, 32 W. BR. 381, 25 Ch. D. 
400) were referred to. 

Warnincron, J.—The question as to jurisdiction depends upon whether 
what took place was ‘‘ a proceeding in the Supreme Court ” within section 5 
of the Judicature Act, 1890. ‘The examination of the directors took place 
under section 115 of the Companies Act, 1862, There is in that section no 
express provision as to the expenses of the pefsons examined, and conse- 
quently there is no express statutory provision as to whether costs such as 
these should be paid. In my opinion the summons of August, 1899, and 
the order made upon it, and the summons for the attendance of the 
directors as Witnesses issued in consequence of that order, and the exami- 
nation of the witnesses, are all proceedings in the Supreme Court, and thus 
come within the express terms of section 5. The case of Re Grey’s Brewery 
Co. did not decide the contrary, being decided upon rule 60 of the General 
Orders of 1860, I therefore think that I have a discretion with regard to these 
costs. And under the circumstances of this case I shall allow these costs 
to the applicants, although | wish at the same time to state in the strongest 
terms that what I do here is not to be a precedeht for any future case. 
And in allowing these costs | think [ am acting consistently with the 
judgments of James and Cotton, L.JJ., in Re Waddell, for these judges 
expressly guarded themselves from being supposed to decide against the 
allowance to witnesses of costs of counsel where the witnesses were 
defending themselves against allegations with regard to the bankrupt’s 
property, or where proceedings were intended. to be subsequently taken 
against them. Costs allowed.—CounsgL, Sargant; Martelli, Soxictrors, 
Crump, Sprott, § Co., for Archer, Parkin, & Archer, Stockton-on-Tees ; 
Jackson § Elwell, for James Inskip § Co., Bristol, 

[Reported by Nevitin Tenssvrt, Esg., Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court of Justice.—Kiny’s Bench Division, 
SIMPSON STEAMSHIP CO. (LIM.) v. PREMIER UNDERWRITING 
ASSOCIATION (LIM.). Bigham, J. 4th May. 


Sam —Martne Insunance—Potrcy—Warranty Nor tro Procer> East or 
Stvcavore—Loss on A Voyace to A Port East or SINnGarore But 
Berorne ARRIVING At Srncarorr—ConstrectTon, 


The plaintiffs claimed under a policy of marine insurance on a vessel 
for a total loss. The vessel left Cardiff for Kiao-chau, a port east of 
Singapore, on the 16th of April, 1904, with a cargo of coals. On the 27th 
of April the vessel became « total loss by perils of the sea off the coast of 
Tunis, The policy ran from the Ist of March, 1904, to the Ist of March, 
1905, and contained the following warranty: ‘* Warranted not to proceed 
east of Singapore except to Juva and Australasia.’ The policy contained 
provisions that if an extra premium was paid the above warranty (inter alia) 
should be cancelled, No such extra premium had been in fact paid. It 
was contended on behalf of the plaintiffs that the loss was covered by the 


waters east of Singapore. Until Singapore was reached the vessel was 
coverrd by the policy. It was contended on behalf of the defendants that 
there having been a breach of the warranty the plaintiffs could not recover. 
The vessel was on a voyage to a port east of Singapore, and since the extra 
premium had not been paid the warranty not to proceed east of Singapore 
had been broken. The cases of Colledge v. Harty (20 L. J. Exch. 146, 6 
Exch, Rep. 205) and Simon Israel § Co. v. Sedgwick (41 W. R. 163 ; 1893, 
1 Q. B. 303) were cited. 

Bicuam, J., held that the warranty had not been broken, and that at the 
moment the vessel started from Cardiff on her voyage to Kiao-chau she 
was not ‘‘ proceeding east of Singapore.’’—Counset, J. A. Hamilton, K.O., 
and Bailhache; Scrutton, K.C., and Leck. Soxicrrons, Smith, Rundell, § 
Dodds, tor Vachell § Co., Cardiff; Pritchard § Sons, 

| Reported by W. T. Turron, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 








Law Societies. 


The Law Society. 


LEGAL EDUCATION.—CONFERENCE OF PROVINCIAL 
REPRESENTATIVES. 


An important and successful conference on the subject of extending and 
improving the educational facilities open to articled clerks and solicitors 
was heldon Wednesday in last week at the Law Society’s Hall. The chair 
was taken by the Vice-President of the Law Society (Mr. W. F. Fiadgate), 
and, in addition to several members of the Legal Education Committee 
of the society, there were present representatives from Birmingham, Liver- 
pool, Manchester, Sheffield, Wales, and Yorkshire. 

The discussion, which was of an informal character, turned chiefly upon 
the possibility of strengthening and co-ordinating existing agencies, and 
establishing new facilities in districts hitherto untouched. With regard to 
the former subject, it was generally agreed that the ideal organization 
should comprise three distinct elements—viz.: (a) The Law Society, (4) 
the local law society, and (ce) the local university or other institution for 
higher education, where such exists, and that in particular the 
expenditure of funds should not be sanctioned except through the 
agency of such a representative body. With regard to the latter 
subject, a suggestion was put forward by Mr. W. H. Gray, of 
London, to the effect that, in districts where the circumstances did not 
permit of a higher form.of organization, something might be done by the 
appointment of local solicitors, acting under the control of the Law Society, 
and corresponding with its teaching staff, as advisers, to whom any articled 
clerk in the district might resort, at fixed times, for help and advice in his 
studies. The suggestion received a considerable amount of support, and, 
at the invitation of the Vice-President, the Principal of the Law Society 
explained, in some detail, his view of the way in which Mr. Gray’s pro- 
posal could be worked out in practice. Further expressions of opinion in 
tavour of co-operation and periodical meetings of educational authorities 
were uttered, and the conference closed with a hearty vote of thanks to the 
Vice-President for his conduct of the proceedings. 

In due time the Legal Education Committee will proceed to draw up a 
scheme embodying the recommendations of the conference, a full report 
of whose proceedings will shortly be available for those interested in the 
subject. In the meantime any further suggestions which may be made in 
writing will be welcomed by the committee, and may be addressed to the 
Principal, at the Law Society’s Hall. It may be hoped that, in the scheme 
of organization, the principle of students’ representation, which has 
worked so admirably in London and Liverpool, will not be overlooked. 





The Bar Meeting. 


The annual meeting of the bar was held on Tuerday last, the Arroxnrr- 
Genera being in the chair. 

The ArrorNry-GeNeRAL moved the adoption of the annual statement, 
and briefly discussed the matters therein mentioned. ‘The Long Vacation, 
he said, was a subject of interest and importance, but no change appeared 
to be imminent. The civil business in the King’s Bench had evoked an 
important pronouncement, but in his opinion no real improvement could 
be expected unless. the county courts and the King’s Bench Division were 
treated together as one subject. 

Mr. Warminetox, K.C., seconded the motion. He said that in the 
colonies councils on the model of the Bar Council had been established 
—among others, in South Africa—and communication was increasingly 
frequent between these colonial bodies and the council at home. 

Mr. Frank Newnorr avimadverted on the slow progress which had been 
made in the matter of the Long Vacation. The judges had expressed by 
a majority approval of the scheme suggested by the council. Somethi 
should be done to influence the powers behind and above the judges 
the bar. He moved a resolution or rider, that the unanimous view of the 
bar should be impressed on the Lord Chancellor. 

Sir Eowarp Crarke seconded the motion, and said that no reason for 
the disregard shewn for the opinion of the profession had been assigned, 
and the meeting should reiterate the opinions and desires arrived at on 
previous occasions, 

The motion was carried with two dissentients. 

Mr. J. R, Arxcy asked for an explanation of the fact that the expenditure 
was £670, whereas the income was only £600, 

Mr. Warnincron, K.C,, said the money was well spent, but he thought 





policy, If the vessel intended to proceed east of Singapore it was time to 
give notice and pay the extra premium at any time before arriving in 


the Inns of Court should increase their contributions. 
| Sir Epwarp Cianxe said that £1,000 was requested from the inns, but 
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for the last ten years only £600 had been given. But Lincoln’s-inn and 
the Middle Temple had determined to increase their subscription to the 
ion of £1,000 which their present subscriptions bore to £600. 

Atrouney-Generat said that the sum of £140,000, or thereabouts, 
was available for the School of Law. The scheme which he approved was 
one for the joint work of each of the inns of court and the Law Society ; 
and the concurrence of all concerned was necessary. But the four 
inns would not co-operate, and the difficulties in the scheme were found 
to be insuperable. In these circumstances an interim ent was made 
and approved by Mr. Justice Farwell for the division of the fund between 
the inns and the Law Society. 

Votes of thanks were passed to the auditors and scrutineers. 

Sir Epwarp Crarxe, in moving a vote of thanks to the Attorney-General, 
said that he had had that pleasure for many years. His friend had occupied 
the high office which he held for more years than almost any of his pre- 
decessors. Lord Mansfield had been Attorney-General for fourteen years, 
but he hoped—and, indeed, they had all long been hoping—to see Sir 
Robert Finlay in a high judicial position, and when the time came came 
he trusted that no sentiment or cial consideration would prevent his 
acceptance of such position. 

Mr. Enciish Harrison seconded the resolution, which was unanimously 


to. 

The Arrornex-GeneRAL, in acknowledging the vote, said they were all 
proud of their profession, and it was a high distinction for him to preside 
over its meetings. He was almost appalled at the lapse of years, but it 
was always a joy to see so many friends around him, and especially Sir 
a e, who had always shewn him the utmost kindness and 
generosity. 





Sclicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Society's Hall, Chancery-lane, on the 10th inst., Mr. 
Henry A. Peake (Sleaford) in thechair. The other directors present being 
Sir George Lewis, Bart., and Messrs. A. Davenport, Walter Dowson, 
J. Roger B. Gregory, H. E. Gribble, Samuel Harris (Leicester), L. W. North 
Hickley, W. G. King, C. G. May, Richard Pennington, J.P., W. Arthur 
Sharpe, R. S. Taylor, Philip Witham, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum 
of £275 was distributed in grants of relief, and other general business was 








Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Students’ Debating Society. 


The annual general meeting of the above society was held on the 9th 
inst., Mr. E. B. Ames being in the chair. The reports of the committee 
and auditors were read and ordered to be entered in the minutes. The 
total membership is now 449. 

Officers for the 70th (1905-6) session were elected as follows: 
Treasurer, Mr. R. P. Croom Johnson; secretaries, Messrs. P. B. Hender- 
son and J. E. C. Adams; reporter, Mr. W. G. Weller; committee, 
Messrs. E. B.Ames, E. Toso, P. N. C. Hart, and H. J. Thomson ; auditors, 
Messrs. H. G. Barrett and G. W. Powers, Gentlemen wishing to become 
new members can obtain particulars from Mr. P. B. Henderson, 51, 
Lancaster-road, Ham 








Companies. 


Law Fire Insurance Society. 
ANNUAL MEETING. 


The annual general meeting of the Law Fire Insurance Society was 
held on Tuesday, at the Society’s House, Chancery-lane, Sir Ricnarp 
Nicnoisow (chairman) presiding. 

The Secretary (Mr. W. J. Vine) having read the notice convening the 
meeting, 

The Cuareman, in moving the adoption of the report and accounts, 
referred to the death of his colleague on the board, the late Lord Hob- 
house, who had been for twenty-six years a director, and had taken a very 
active sone the management of the society’s affairs, bringing to bear 
upon that judicial turn of mind which had enabled him in another 
sphere, when for many years he sat on the Privy Council, to render good 
service to the State. Since the last annual meeting their old friend Mr. 
Bell had resigned the appointment of secretary to the society. He had 
been secretary for something like thirty-six years, during which time he 
had rendered the society very substantial service. In his intuttive 
a mer of fire risks Mr. Bell has stood almost alone, and he had been 

to guide the board in its administration in a safe course with very 
happy results. Mr. Bell was in the service of the society for over fifty 
years, and when the time came for him to tender his resignation 
the board felt that they could not ask him to continue to 
— those duties, which involved anxiety and responsibility, any 
ger than he desired. _ They had therefore accepted, with the greatest 
possible regret, his resignation. The circumstances of his connection 
with the society were so exceptional that the board had felt that they 
must do something to meet them, and they had voted him a 
retiring allowance equal to his salary. They had felt also 





that they ought to do something more—and in this they were 
not entirely disinterested—and they had secured the benefit 
of his special knowledge and acquirements by offering him a seat 
on the board. He hoped that this would recommend itself to the share. 
holders. Upon that it had become necessary to appoint a secretary, and 
after giving the matter all possible care and consideration, and after con- 
sidering the many applications which were made to them for the appoint- 
ment, the board had —— Mr. Vine, who had been for many years 
assistant secretary, and had, under Mr. Bell, acquired a very accurate 
knowledge of the — of the affairs of the society. Consequent 
upon Mr. Vine’s appointment the board had appointed Mr. White, the 
accountant, to take upon himself the duties of assistant secretary in con- 
junction with those of accountant. These gentlemen had been trained 
under Mr. Bell for many years—Mr. Viue for forty-eight years and Mr, 
White for twenty-five years—and they possessed that knowledge and 
experience of the way in which the business of the society should be con- 
ducted which would enable them to do their part in administering its 
affairs in the same happy way as that which had distinguished its history 
hitherto. For the first time the report contained an intimation of the 
dividend which was to be distributed. This had been included owing to 
suggestions which had been made by shareholders at recent meetings. 
Turning to the accounts, it would be seen that the net premiums amounted 
to £164,227 15s. 4d., which shewed an increase as compared with 1903. 
The losses had been at the rate of 34} per cent. of the expenses of manage- 
ment, and commissions 31°4 per cent, These ratios compared favourably 
with those of previous years. Mr. Vime had taken out for him a state- 
ment shewing the position in this respect of eighteen London offices, 
each with an income of over £100,000. The average losses of 
these eighteen offices was 54 per cent. against 34} per cent. of the 
Law Fire, and the ratio of expenses and commissions 34 per cent. 
as compared with 31°4 per cent., so that it would seem that the 
affairs of the society had been conducted on very economical lines. Going 
to the other side of the account, it would be seen that the fire losses 
exceeded those for 1903 by £5,105. The commissions were very much the 
same as for that year, and the expenses of management were £350 less, 
Tncome tax shewed a decrease of £763, owing to the reduction of the tax. 
The balance carried forward was £62,340, as against £65,859 in 1903. 
The investments were of the first class The total for 1904 was £375,551, 
whilst for 1903 they were £347,108, shewing an increase of £28,443, Of 
this sum £101,651 was invested on mortgage. It was the practice of the 
board to appoint a different committee every year to examine the 
mortgage securities, that they might assure themselves that these were in a 
satisfactory state, which he could assure the meeting was the case. The 
reserve fund ap in the account as in 1903 at £200,000, but there was 
appended the note that since the date of the account £20,000 had been 
transferred from the revenue account to the reserve fund. He hoped the 
feeling of the shareholders was that the board were wise in continuing to 
increase the reserve fund. He thought it was a matter of great congratu- 
lation that since 1899 the reserve fund had been increased some £75,000. 
Experience seemed to point to the desirability of having a large reserve 
fund. He desired on the part of the directors to express their appreciation 
of the confidence of the public in the society, and their thanks to the 
shareholders and the agents for their loyal co-operation in its work, and 
their entire appreciation of the strenuous and loyal work of the staff. He 
appealed to the shareholders to continue their efforts to bring business 
into the office. 


Sir Wu1114M Farrer, in seconding the motion, said he thought the meet- 
ing would feel that the report was that of a very prosperous society. After 
referring to the loss of Lord Hobhouse, he said the board had received the 
resignation of Mr. Bell with the deepest regret, the only consolation being 
that the society was to have the great assistance of his presence on the 
directorate. Mr. Bell’s successor was one who would give the same deep 
attention to the society’s affairs, the same constant watchfulness over its 
interests, and the same active and intelligent superintendence of its staff. 
He expressed the feeling of the board in hoping that Mr. Vine would have 
many years in which to emulate the success of his predecessor. He called 
attention to the fact that £20,000 had been added to the reserve fund, and 
in view of the disastrous fires that had occurred during the year he felt 
sure the shareholders would consider it very satisfactory that notwith- 
standing the full dividend of 17s. 6d. per share or about 35 per cent., they 
could in addition transfer £20,000 to reserve, and he considered that the 
addition to the reserve fund was a prudent and wise course in view of the 
— which might occur. 

Mr. Humpnry said the report was most satisfactory, but thought that the 
dividend might be in instead of piling up so large a reserve fund. 

Mr. Tirretrs urged that if Shareholders would bring business to the office 
that would increase the dividend, but strongly supported the addition to 
reserve. 

Mr. Hawkuys spoke in favour of larger dividends. 

Mr. Leacu followed to the same effect. 

The Cuarrman said the policy of the insurance offices which were most 
successful was to build up a reserve fund which would enable them to contend 
with bad times. What would have been the position of the offices which 
last year had lost huge sums in the Toronto eal Gophantiees if they had not 
had large reserve funds? Some would have paid no dividend and some 
would even have had to make a call. The society’s reserve fund was 
smaller than some other offices. The shareholders, at present price, got 
5} Pwd cent. on their investment, so that there was not much to complain of. 

motion was carried nnanimously, 

On the motion of the Cuarmman, seconded by Sir Witu1am Farres, the 
retiring directors were re-elected as follows: Mr Joseph Perceval Tatham, 
Mr. John Edward Wase Rider, Mr. Joseph Augustus Hellard, Mr. George 
Rooper, Mr, Edward Carleton Holmes, hte. Frederick Peake, Mr. Francis 
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Edwin Essington Farebrother, Mr. Richard Walter Tweedie, Mr. Romer 
Williams, Mr. Thomas Rawle, end Mr. George William Bell. 

On the motion of Mr. Bices, Mr. Edwin Waterhouse, F.C.A., was 
re-elected auditor. 

A vote of thanks to the chairman, on the motion of Mr. D. R L. Lowe, 
concluded. the business. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Gzorcr AtiincTon Cuarsiey, formerly a member of the firm of 
Charsley & Son, solicitors, of Beaconsfield, Bucks, but who has retired 
from the legal profession, has duly qualified as a Justice of the Peace for 
the county of Bucks. 

Mr. Sxrvnzer Turner, barrister-at-law, lately Assistant Judge at 
Zanzibar, has been appointed Judge of his Majesty’s Court for Siam. 

Mr. James Witu1am Morison, barrister-at-law, has been appointed 
Assistant Judge of his Majesty’s Court for Zanzibar. 


Mr. Arrnur Rosz Vincent, barrister-at-law, has been appointed Second 
Assistant Judge of his Majesty’s Court for Zanzibar. 





Dissolutions. 


Witt Srevens and Samver Tomxrns Maynarp, solicitors (Stevens, 
Son, & Maynard), Brighton, and Burgess Hill. April 29. 
(Gazette, May 5. 
Jonn Artuur Cocker and Jonn Mayer Burrow Turner, solicitors 
(Cocker & Turner), Bournemouth. April 17. The said John Arthur 
Cocker will continue practise alone at Dalkeith Steps, Bournemouth ; the said 
John Mayer Burrow Turner will practise alone at Fir Vale-chambers, Nos. 
128 and 130, Old Christchurch-road, Bournemouth. [ Gazette, May 9. 





Information Required. 


Miss Exizanetnh Butrerwortn (deceased).—To solicitors and others.— 
The above-named, late of 4, Russell-road, Kensington, is supposed to have 
made a Will some time between the years 1893 and 1902.— Any solicitor 
who prepared such a will or any person having in their possession a will 
made by the deceased or possessing any information relating thereto is 
requested to communicate with Messrs. Peters & Bolton, 2a, Guildhall 
Chambers, Basinghall-street, London, solicitors to the next-of-kin. 





General. 


Lord Young has resigned his position as one of the Judges of the First 
Division of the Court of Session. 


The Zimes is officially informed that the date of the assizes for the 
county of Hertford has been altered from Saturday, 24th June, to Friday, 
23rd June. 

With the deed of resettlement accompanying it, the will of the late 
Lord Norton of Hams Hall, Birmingham, which has just been proved, is, 
says the Datly Mai/, a bulky document of over 400 folios. 


A lawyer walked down the street recently, says the Central Law Journal, 
with his arms filled with a lot of books, A friend meeting him remarked, 
pointing to the books, ‘‘ Why, I thought yorf éarried all that stuff in your 
head.’’? ‘‘I do,’’ quickly replied the lawyer, with a knowing wink; 
‘these are for the judge.”’ 

The foreman of the grand jury at the Trim Quarter Sessions, according 
to the Daily Mail, said to Judge Curran that the majority of the grand 
jury desired him to say that they considered that the sentences passed by 
him on cattle stealers were inadequate for so grave an offence. ‘‘ Tell the 
gentlemen who so kindly wished to interfere with my duties that they had 
better mind their own business,’’ said Judge Curran. 


The annual general meeting of the Incorporated Inns of Court Mission 
will be held in the Parliament Chamber, Middle Temple, on Wednesday, 
the 31st of May, 1905, at 4.30 p.m. The Lord Chief Justice of England will 
—— Mr. Justice Kennedy, the Rev. A.St.J. Woollcombe (head of Oxford 

ouse), and the warden (the Rev. H. G. D. Latham) will speak. It is 
hoped that members of the Inns of Court and also ladies will attend. 


A curious direction was, says the Evening Standard, left in the wiil of the 
late Mr. W. H. Mainwaring, of Carlton, in the Colony of Victoria. The 
property is to be divided into six equal parts and numbered. Numbers 
corresponding to the portions are to be placed in envelopes, which are to 
be drawn from a box by the testator’s six children. Each one will retain 
the portion of the estate corresponding with the number drawn in the 
envelope. 

Lord Justice Mathew, speaking at the annual meeting, on Wednesday, of 
the Catholic Prisoners’ Aid Society, said, according to the Dail. Mail, that 
there was good in human nature even in a gaol, and he believed in trying 
to reclaim all, until such efforts proved absolutely useless. When he first 
became a judge he asked a certain prison governor what it really meant to 
a man to be sent toa convict prison. The reply was : ‘ Five years do not 
hurt him much, especially if he is a young man, But seven years mean 
utter ruin to him. He very rarely recovers trom that.’’ These words he 


The Order of Paris Advocates has, says the Paris correspondent of the Daily 
Mail, decided to call the attention of the Pretect of Police to the increase 
in the number of thefts committed within the precincts of the Palace of 
Justice. M. Baudouin, the Attorney-General, had his pockets picked 
recently ; M Lemercier, a magistrate, had his cigar-case stolen from an. 
overcoat while he was sitting in the Sixth Ohamber; and a well-known 
advocate had to leave the bareheaded a few days ago because some- 
one had stolen his new silk hat. 


A prisoner was, says the Evening Standard, Boot in the dock at the Old 
Bailey on Monday who proved to be stone , and did not 

the deaf and dumb alphabet. The Recorder observed that he had tried 
every class of case— mers deaf and dumb—but never a case in which a 
prisoner could not hear g- Apparently the only means of com- 
municating with him was by writing ev down, but the proceed- 
ings, if this course were adopted, would be interminable. The law of the 
land required that an accused person should have the right of hearing the 
evidence against him, as at the trial it might vary in material particulars 
from tbat given before the magistrate. Under the circumstances in 
which they were placed, and as the prisoner was legally represented, the 
Recorder thought that they might substitute the ears of counsel for the 
ears of the prisoner. Of course, if there was any serious divergence in the 
evidence it would be put in writing. 


Lord Young, who has resigned his position as a judge of the Court of 
Session at the age of eighty-six, is not, Ne iy the Globe, the oldest judge 
who has administered the law in the United Kingdom. Vice-Chancellor 
Bacon remained on the bench ‘until he was eighty-nine. There is some 
mysterious charm about the atmosphere of the bench that is distinctly 
favourable to longevity. Lord Lyndhurst was, mig | to Lord 
Campbell, “‘ as bright as a bee ’’ at eighty, and Chief Baron Pollock, when 
three years older, was, according to Sir James Stephen, ‘‘a fine lively old 
man, thin as threadpaper, straight as a ramrod, and full of indomitable 
energy.’’ Lord Young’s retirement does not leave the Scottish bench 
without an octo i Lord Adam, whose period of judicial service is 
almost as long as Lord Young’s, celebrated his eightieth birthday last 
year. Even the atmosphere of the county courts is not unfavourable to 
judicial longevity. Judge Stonor continues to administer justice at the 

lebone County Court at the age of eighty-five, and not indifferent 
justice either. 


Mr. Choate was this week formally called to the bench of the Middle 
Temple, of which he was recently elected an honorary bencher. There 
was a very full attendance of benchers, barristers, and students. After the 
dinner, Mr. Choate joined the procession of beuchers, but as he was passing 
out, the cries for a speech by him became so loud that he turned round and 
said: ‘I am more impressed by the dignified quiet of my brethren of the 
Middle Temple than by any other characteristic I have ever observed ; but 
T am told by my fellow-benxchers that the laws of the benchers, in com- 
parison with those of the Medes and Persians are of no account what- 
ever, forbid any speech from me upon this occasion. Unaccustomed as I 
am to public-speaking, tongue-tied as I have been by the rules of the 
service in which I have been for the last six years, no rule could 
be more delightful tome. I you all for the very great interest you 
have manifested in my elevation to the bench. When I look over the list 
of the benchers of to-day and find that I am thought worthy to be asso- 
ciated with them, my heart is filled with great pride. When I look over 
the roll of members of the past anywhere in the past five centuries, | am 
prouder still ; when I look over the roll of those who have been admitted 
to study in the Middle Temple and to practise law under its sanction, I 
am the proudest man in the world.” 


The Lord Chancellor, in moving, on Wednesday last, the second reading 
of the Criminal Cases (Reservation of Points of Law) Bill, said that some- 
times judges who were not of the status of his Majesty’s judges were a 
little jealous of their decisions being made the subject of inquiry, and it 
had sometimes happened that a judge had refused to reserve a point. 
Thrir Jordships were aware that a great number of persons, chairmen of 
quarter sessions, recorders, and others, were included in the description of 
judges who had power to reserve these points. A remarkable case had 
ocurred and had given rise to much discussion. He had no desire to 
express an opinion on that particular case, whether the learned judge was 
right or wrong in the matter. But it was thought that it was very unde- 
sirable to leave it to the discretion of a learned judge uncontrolled, even 
includmg his Majesty’s judges ; that it was desirable to make it compul- 
sory, upon the order of the court, that they should reserve a question of 
law. Accordingly, the view had been entertained that, instead of this 

wer being permissive, if an application was made to the Court of King’s 
oor upon material sufficient in their view they should order the learned 
judge to reserve the point of law. That was, in effect, the whole of the 
amendment to the Act of Parliament which was suggested in this Bill. 
He thought the general object of the Bill was one to wnich their lordships 
would give their consent. There might be some discussion in committee, 
when they came to the questions of under what circumstances and under 
what regulations and restrictions this power should be exercived by the 
Court of King’s Bench. But he thought their lordships would agree that 
the Bill should be given a second reading. The Bill was read a second 
time. 








Frxep Incomes.—Houses and Residential Flats can now be Furnished 
vu w new System of Deferred Payments especially adapted for those with 
fixed incomes who do not wish to disturb investments. Selection from the 
largest stock in the World, Everything legibly marked in plain 





(the speaker) had always borne in mind when sentencing a person to a 
term of penal servitude. 


Maple & Co. (Limited), Tottenham Court-road, London, W [aver y 











486 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, _ 





May 13, 1905, 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora oF ReGistRarRSs IN ATTENDANCE ON 





Emercency <Appeat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
TA. No. 2. KEKEWICH. FaRwELL. 
15 Mr. W. Leach Mr. Jackson Mr. Th Mr. King 
.16 Theed Pemberton W. Leach Farmer 
Greswell Jackson Theed King 
Church Pemberton W. Leach Farmer 
Farmer Jackson Theed c 
King Pemberton W. Leach Farmer 
” Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Buck.ey. JOYOR. Swivren Eapy. WasrineTon. 
Monday, May ........... 15 Mr. Beal Mr. Church Mr. R. Leach Mr. Pemberton 
| TTT Carrington Greswell Godfre Jackson 
Wednesday .........000--- 17 Beal Church R. Leac Carrington 
Thursday .... wea Carrington Greswell Godfrey Beal 
i Beal urch R. Leach Godf: 
Carrington Greswell Godfrey R. tao 








COURT OF APPEAL. 
EASTER SITTINGS, 1905. 
(Continued from p. 465.) 
FROM THE PROBATE AND DIVORCE DIVISION. 
(General List.) 
1905. 
Constantinidi v Constantinidiand Lance appl of Applicant J Lance from 
ay The President, dated Dec 5, 1904 (s o by order, Feb 10, 1905) 
FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE COURT OF LANCASTER. 
(General List.) 
1905. 


Jn re James Brown, dec Brown v Jump and ors appl of defts from 
order of The Deputy Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster, 
dated Oct 25,1904 Jan 19 

In re Edward Hulton, dec Sampson v Hulton and ors appl of defts from 
order of the Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster, dated 
Jan 30, 1905 Feb 27 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 


In re J Gillespie (ex pte The Bankrupt) No. 951 of 1904 from an order 
made by Mr Registrar Hope, dated 23rd March, 1905 

In re H F S Webb (ex pte C A Wright, Trustee (No. 779 of 1904 from an 
order of Mr Justice Bigham, dated 25th Oct, 1904 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 
(Final List.) 
1904, 

Willett v Simmonds appl of pltff from judgt of Master Lord Dunboyne, 
dated Feb 17, 1904 (under Order 36, Rule 57) pt hd Oct 25, adjourned 
for settlement Feb 26 

Sir Samuel Edward Scott, Bart, MP v Robert Stanford Brown appl of 
pitt from judgt of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Jan 18, 1904, without a jury, 
Middlesex (so, pt hd, togoto official referee) March 11 

The Attorney-General v The London County Council and ors (Revenue 
Side) appl of informant from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated June 
28,1904 July 28 

In the Matter of an Arbitration between Marker and North and In the 
Matter of the Agricultural Holdings (England) Acts, 1883 to 1900 
appl of Marker trom award of Judge Beresford at Honiton County 
Court, Devonshire, dated Aug 16, 1904 (s o to go back to judge of 
court below) Sept5 - 

Imperial and Grand Hotels Co ld v Guardians of Christchurch Union 
appl of respts from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Justices 

ennedy aud Ridley, dated Nov 18, 1904 Dec 6 

In the Matter of »n Arbitration between Hucknall Urban District Council 
and South Normanton, &c, Gas Co appl of the Gas Co from judgt of 
Mr Justice Bray (special case), dated Dec 15, 1904 Dec 23 

1905. 

Armstrong v Gibbs and anr appl of pltff from judgt of The Lord Chief 
Justice, dated Dec 14, 1904, with a special jury, Middlesex Jan 3 

Clark, Williams & Co v Gray, Dawes, & Co and the New Zealand Shipping 
Co appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Nov 30, 
1904, without a jury, Middlesex Jan 5 

Anti-Vibration Incandescent Lighting Co 1d v Crossley appl of deft from 
judgt of Mr Justice Walton, dated Dec 17, 1904, without a jury, 

iverpool Jan 10 
In the Matter of the Arbitration Act, 1889, and In re an Arbitration 


| 


Fitz Roy v Cave appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated 
Dec 21, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex Jan 13 
Wilson v The Ocean Coal Cold appl of defts from judgt of the Lord 
— z ustice and Justices Kennedy and Ridley, dated Jan 17, 1905 
an 
1904. 


Workmen’s Compensation Appeal Treharne v The Ocean Coal Co ld 
appl of applicant from award of County Court (Glamorganshire, Merthyr 
Tydfil), dated July 28, 1904 (to come on together, by order) Aug 16 


1905. 


Seymour (widow) v Fielden appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Lawrance, dated Dec 21, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex Jan 27 

Urban District Council of Teignmouth v Slocombe appl of deft from 
judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and Justices Kennedy and Ridley, dated 
Jan 13,1905 Jan 27 

In the Matter of the Devonport Corpn Water Act, 1902, and In the 
Matter of an Arbitration between The Devonport Water Co and the 
The Mayor, &c, of Devonport .appl of the Devonport Water Co from 
judt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated Jan 24, 1905 (special case) Feb 1 
In re an Arbitration between the Devonport Water Co and the Devon- 
port Corpn appl of the Devonport Corpn from judgt of Mr Justice 
Phillimore, dated Jan 24, 1905 (special case) Feb 2 

Ruffle v Whiffin and ors appl of pitff from order of Mr Justice Grantham, 
dated Jan 21, 1905, without a jury, Ipswich Feb 2 

Risdon Iron and Locomotive Works v Furness appl of pltffs from judgt 
hay Justice Kennedy, dated Jan 11, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex 

e 

The Southern Coal Co of New South Wales ld v GS Yuill {Cold appl 
of defts from judgment of Mr Justice Warrington, dated Jan 31, 1905, 
without a jury, Middlesex Feb7 

Wilson and ors v Grant and ors appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Ridley, dated Nov 28th, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex (security by 
consent, dated April 10) Feb8 

Clegg v Wilson’s Brewery ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, 
dated Feb 1, 1905, with a special jury, Salford, Lancaster Feb 14 

Wulfert v Rasch and anr appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, 
dated Jan 20 1905, without a jury, Middlesex Feb 15 

Chapman v Waring & Gillow ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Darling, dated Feb 1, 1905, with a special jury, Middlesex, and cross- 
notice by pltff, dated March 24,1905 Feb 16 

Bannatyne v Mac-Iver appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, 
dated Feb 6, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex Feb 17 

Newman (trading, &c) v British Oil Cake Mills ld appl of plff from judgt 
of Mr Justice Ridley, dated Nov 22, 1904, Middlesex, and cross-notice 
by defts, dated March 1, 1905 Feb 18 

Foster v The Urban District Council of Warblington appl of dfts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Walton, dated Jan 23, 1905, withouta jury, Middle- 
sex Feb 24 

Lancaster & Cunningham ld v Bloomer and ors appl of defts from judgt 
of Mr Justice Darling, dated Feb 16, 1905, with a special jury, Middlesex 
Feb 25 

The East Indian Ry Co v The Secretary of State in Council of India 
appl of pltfis from judgt of Mr Justice Jelf, dated March 1, 1905, 
without a jury, Middlesex, and cross-notice by deft, dated March 27, 
1905 March 4 

Greaves v Curtis, Gardner, & Co and ors appl of defts Henderson, 
Murray, & Co and Shepherd from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, 
dated Feb 23, 1905, with a special jury, Middlesex (security ordered) 
March 7 

The Ocean Accident and Guarantee Corporation 1d and ors v The I|ford 
Gas Co appl of the Ocean Accident, &c., from judgt of Mr Justice 
Darling, dated Feb 20, 1905 (jury discharged), Middlesex March 11 

Simpson City Assets Co ld (and Quinlan liquidator of the said Co) v Griflin 
appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Jelf, dated March 9, 1905, with a 
common jury, Middlesex March 17 

Spilsbury v Ward and Lennon appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Warrington, dated March 9, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex March 17 

In the Matter of the Agricultural Holdings (England) Acts, 1883 to 1900, 
and In the Matter of an Arbitration between Joseph Cundall (respt) and 
Sir W E J Vavasour, Bart (applt) appl of Sir WE J Vavasour (applt) 
from judgment of Judge Templer, dated March 8, 1905, County Court 
of Yorkshire, Tadcaster March 22 

Waite v Jennings appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated 
March 18, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex March 23 

Palethorpe v The Home Brewery Co appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Farwell, dated March 1, 1905, Middlesex March 27 

Stuckey v Hooke appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Warrington, 
dated March 20, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex March 30 

Geary, Walker, & Co ld v Walter Lawrence & Sons appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated March 28, 1905, without a jury, 
Middlesex April 6 

Hickingbottom v O’Gram appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, 
dated March 30, 1905, without a jury, Leeds April 7 

Percy v King appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated Feb 
25, 1905, without a jury, Middjesex April 12 


between The Misses Bosworth and ‘The Mayor, Aldermen and Burgesses | Rumball v Bunting appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, 


of the Borough of Gravesend (respts) appl of applts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bray, dated Dec 21,1904 Jan 12 

The Attorney-Gen (Informant) v Sir Wroth Periam Lethbridge, Bart 
(Revenue Side) appl of Informant from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, 
dated Dec 16, 1904 Jan 13 








dated March 11, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex April 12 

The Agricultural Holdings, England, Acts, 1883 to 1900 In the Matter 
of an Arbitration between Jobn Smith (Tenant) and the Duke of Devon- 
shire (Landlord) appl of J Smith from judgt of His Honour Judge Pr 
Court of Middlesex, Brentford, dated April7, 1905 April 14 
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Snepp v Fairweather and ors appl of deft J Ridley from judgt of Mr 
yn 5 aes dated March 31, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex 
Apri 

‘Weeks v Weeks appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated 
Feb 22, 1905, without a jury, Bristol April 17 

Bassan v Taylor appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated 
April 10, 1905, with a common jury, London April 19 

Guardians, &c, of Southwark Union v Taylor appl of The Southwark 
Guardians from the judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and Justices 
Kennedy and Ridley, dated April 12,1905 April 19 

Webb v Torquay Racecourse Cold appl of pltff from judgt of The Lord 
Chief Justice and Justices Kennedy and Ridley, datedJan19,1905 April19 


FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 
(ADMIRALTY). 


For Hearrina. 
With Nautical Assessors, 
(Final List.) 

1904, 


Colardo—1904—Folio 59 Hill and ors (SS Boston City) v Wilson & Sons 
& Co ld (damage) appl of pltffs from judgt of The President, dated 


July 29, 1904 Aug 12 
1905. 


Oravia—1904—Folio 438 The Owners of the Steamship Nereus and the 
Owners of the Cargo now or lately therein v The Owners of the 
Steamship Oravia appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Barnes, 
dated Feb 1, 1905 Feb 24 

Suffolk—1903—Folio 238 James Westoll and ors Owners of the Steamship 
Virent v Owners of the Steamship Vessel Suffolk appl of pltff from 
judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated Feb 8, 1905 March 13 

Bearn—1904—Folio 32 The Compagnie Maritime de la Seine, the Owners 
of the Steamship Bearn v The Shoreham Harbour Trustees and the 
London, Brighton and South Coast Ry Co (damage) appl of The 
Shoreham Harbour Trustees (some of the defts) from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bargrave Deane, dated March 31, 1905 April 10 

Bearn—1904—Folio 32 The Compagnie Maritime de la Seine, the Owners 
of the Steamship Bearn v The Shoreham Harbour Trustees and the 
London, Brighton and South Coast Ry Co (damage) appl of the 
London, Brighton and South Coast Ry Co (some of the defts) from judgt 
of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated March 31,1905 April 10 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(New Trial Paper.) 


1904. 

Denaby and Cadeby Main Oollieries 1d v Yorkshire Miners’ Association 
George Cragg and ten others appln of defts Wadsworth, Parrott, 
Frith and Hall for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, 
dated Feb 13, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special 
jury, Middlesex part heard Feb 20 Same v Same appin of defts 
Yorkshire Miners Association, Cragg, Smith and Kaye for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 13, 1904, at trial 
before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex part heard 
Feb 20 

Tavistock Rural District Council v Duke & Cold appln of defts for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated June 28, 1904, at trial 
before Mr Justice Ridley and a special jury, Exeter Aug6 

Partridge v Stephney, Myer, & Co eppin of deft for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Aug #1, 1904, at trial before Mr 
Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Worcester, and cross-notice by 
pltff, dated Nov 3, 1904 (so not before May 10) Nov1l 

Suter v The London Road Car Co appln of defts for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 14, 1904, at trial before Mr 
Justice Lawrance and a common jury, Middlesex Nov 29 

Thomas Cameron v H Greenfield and W Fallas and William Fallas v T 
Cameron and H Greenfield applnof W Fallas for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 9, 1904, at trial before Mr 
Justice Ridley and a common jury, Middlesex Dec 30 Same v Same 
appln of W Fallas for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, 
dated Dec 9, 1904. at trial before Mr Justice Ridley and a common jury, 


Middlesex Dec 30 
1905. 


Harrop v Ramsden appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Dec 10, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Darling 
and a special jury, Leeds (security ordered) Jan 2 

Graham v Ramuz appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Oct 24, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Philli- 
more and a special jury, Middlesex Jan 20 y 

Preston v Heffer appln of deft for judgt or new tried on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Jan 23, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice Jelf and 
a common jury, Middlesex Jan 27 

Simon v Gluck & Co appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Jan 23, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice Chan- 
nell and a special jury, Middlesex Jan 31 

Boyle v Fox applnof deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and 
judgt, dated Feb 1, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice Darling and a special 
jury, Middlesex Feb 8 

Chaproniere v Mason appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Feb 2, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice Jelf and 
a common jury, Middlesex Feb 8 

Holt v The Lancashire and Yorkshire Ry Co appln of defts for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 8, 1905, at trial 





a Justice Walton and a special jury, Salford Division, Lancaster 

‘e 

Jackson v Waterhouse appln of deft for j or new trial on 7" 
verdict and judgt, da’ ‘eb 9, 1905, at before Mr Justice Walton: 
without a jury, Manchester Feb 20 

Brendon vy N Hughes & Cold appln of defts for judgt or new trial on 
appl of verdict and judgt, dated Feb 11, 1905, at trial before The Lord 
Chief Justice anda common jury, Oxford Feb 27 

Joyce v Grand Hotel, Monte Carlo, ld appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 22, 1905, at trial before 
Mr. Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex March 1 

Altherton v The London and North Western Ry Co appln of defts for 
judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 21, 1905, 
at trial before Mr Justice Walton and a special jury, Liverpool March 1 

The Gold Coast Development Syndicate ld v The Tarkwa Banket Mining 
Syndicate ld and ors appln of pltffs for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 17, 1905. at trial before Mr Justice 
Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex March 3 

Whidbourne v Smith appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Feb 27, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice 
Grantham and a s jury, Middlesex March 6 

Hallett and ors v Miller appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Feb 21, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice Channell 
and a common jury, Kent March 9 

McCarthy v Kennedy appln of pitff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated March 7, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice 
Darling and a special jury, Middlesex March 16 

Harris v Singleton ap of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated h 16, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice 
Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex March 24 

Ogden & Smith v The Gas Light and Coke Co appln of defts for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 17, 1905, at | 
trial before Mr Justice Darling and a special jury, Middlesex March 24 
Smith v Same appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated March 17, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice Darling and 
a special jury, Middlesex (consolidated actions) March 24 

Duke of Devonshire v G e appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 21, 1905, at trial before Mr 
Justice Channell and a special jury (discharged), Lewes March 25 

Consolidated London Properties 1d v London Share and Debenture Co Id 
applu of pltffis for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, 
dated March 17, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice Warrington (additional 
Judge), Middlesex March 25 

Walley v The Great Central Ry Co appln of defts for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 15, 1905, at itrial before Mr 
Justice Phillimore and a common jury, Leicester March 29 

A H Midwood & Co ld v The Lord Mayor, &c, of the City of Manchester 
app!n of pltffs for judgt or new trial on applifrom verdict and judgt, 
dated March 23, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special 
jury, Middlesex March 30 

Weiss v House Property and Investment Co ld appln of defts for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, March 24, 1905, 
at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex 


March 31 

Francis Walton & Cold v Topakyan and ors appln of deft weg Marler 
for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict an judgt, dated 18, 
1905, at trial before Mr Justice Walton and a common jury, Middlesex 
April 1 Francis Walton & Co ld v G H Topakyan, Hagop Kevorkian 
and Sidney Marler appln of deft Hagop Kevorkian for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 18, 1905, at trial 
before Mr Justice Walton and a common jury, Middlesex April 1 

Fraser v Edwards appln of deft for judgt or new trial on app! from verdict 
and judgt, dated March 30, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice Darling and 
a special jury, Middlesex April 5 . 

Carey (widow) v London General Omnibus Cold appln of pltff for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 17, 1905, at 
yw before Mr Justice Phillimore and a common jury, Middlesex 
April 6 

Fire and anr v Pollock and anr appln of deft Pollock for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 23, 1905, at trial 
before Mr Justice Wills and a special jury, Middlesex Aprilll — 

Beard v The London United Tramways (1901) ld appln of defts for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated A 5, 1905, at 
trial before Mr Justice Darling and a common jury, Middlesex April 12 

Calcott v Eccles appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, da March 27, 1905, at trial before The Lord Chief 
Justice and a special jury, Middlesex April 13 ? 

Grant v Bespoke Tailoring Co appln of deft for oy or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated A 6, 1905, at trial before Mr 
Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex April 13 

Price v Davis appin of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, April 6, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice Walton and a 
common jury, Middlesex April 14 : 

Powell (widow) v Reis appln wd og for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, da Ma 31, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice 
Darling and a common jury, Middlesex April 14 

Swift Cycle Co ld v O’Brien & O’Brien ld appln of defts for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated April 11, 1905, at trial 
before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex April 19 

Gowen v JJ Musto & Co appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and juegt, April 12, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice 


Lawrance and a s jury, Middlesex April 20 Marlow v Same 
appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on ap: from verdict and judgt, 





Se eee te Cree 


i 
; 
i 





488 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





May i3, 1905. 





eS 





dated April 12, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special 
jury, Middlesex April 20 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1904, 


In re The Arbitration Act, 1889, and In re a pending Arbitration between 
8S Pearson & Son ld v The Great Western Railway Co appl of Pearson 
& Son ld from order of Mr Justice Jelf, dated Dec 16, 1904 Dec 20 

In the Matter of the Arbitration Act, 1889, and in the Matter of a pending 
Arbitration between S Pearson & Sons and The Great Western Railway 
appl of The Gréat Western Railway from order of Mr Justice Jelf, 
dated Dec 16,1904 Dec 24 SamevSame appl of The Great Western 
Railway from order of Mr Justice Jelf, dated Dec 16,1904 Dec 24 


1905. 


Wells and The New London Discount Oo, in liquidation v Murray and ors 
appl of deft R F Fletcher from order of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated 
March 7, 1905 March 13 ioe 


In the Matter of an Arbtn between Idiens & Sons ld v Bosman appl of 
Idiens & Sons ld from order of the Lord Ohief Justice and Justice 
Kennedy, dated July 1, 1904 (restored March 27, 1905) July 12 


1905. 

S Straker & Sons v The London Society of Compositors and ors appl of 
pitffs from order of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated March 22, 1905, and cross 
notice by defts, dated March 30,1905 April 4 

Bank of British West Africa ld v Davies appl of deft from order of Mr 
Justice Bucknill, dated April 3, 1905 April 10 

Schloss Bros v Stevens appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Channell, 
dated April 5, 1905 April 12 

Trower v Goldsmid and ors appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Bucknill, dated April 14, 1905 April 15 

Weinberg v Ogdens 1d appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Bucknill, 
dated April 14,1905 April 18 

Inrig v Boulton and ors appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Bucknill, 
dated April 4,1905 April 18 

Mutzenbecher and ors v La Ase ora Espanalo appl of defts from 
order of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated April 11,1905 April 19 

Rigby v Cox appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated 
April 8, 1905 April 20 

W v Harris appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated 
April 13, 1905 April 20 

In re The Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. 
From County Courts. 


1903. 

Williams v Brintons 1d appl of respts from award of County Court 
(Worcestershire, Kidderminster), dated Oct 13,1903 pt hd (s o until 
we in House of Lords in ‘‘Turveys v Brinton’’) by order 

1904, 


Jones v Raine & Sons appl of respts from award of County Court 
(Durham, Sunderland), dated Feb 17, 1904 (s o until after judgt in 
House of Lords in “‘ Royston v Granger”’) by order Feb 27 

Treharne v The Ocean Coal Cold appl_of applt from award of County 
Court (Glamorganshire, Merthyr Tydfil), dated July 28, 1904 (to come 
on with No 13, King’s Bench Final List, by order) Aug 16 

Withinshaw & Sons v Bailey appl of applicants from award of County 
Court (Staffordshire, Newcastle-under-Lyme), dated Oct 11, 1904 
rene after Judgment in the House of Lords in ‘‘ Turveys v Brinton,” 

order) Oct 28 

Chivers vy Keen appl of respt from award of County Court (Surrey, 
Wandsworth), dated Nov 28, 1904 (s o for settlement) Dec 8 

Sharp v Johnson & Cold appl of applicant from award of County Court 
(Kent, Greenwich), dated Nov 25,1904 Dee 15 

Robert Lake (the younger) v The North Eastern Ry Co appl of respts 
from award of County Court (Northumberland, Newcastle-on-Tyne), 
dated Dec 15, 1904 Dec 31 


1905. 

Stearman v Land appl of respt from appl of County Court (Norfolk 

Aylsham), dated Dec 16,1904 Jan 5 F 

Brine v H nag Beh appl of applicant from award of County Court 
(Middlesex, lebone), dated Dec 19.1905 Jan 9 

rsv Peun appl of applicant from award of County Court (Surrey, 
), dated Dec 22,1904 Jan 12 

Baines v Stone Hall Q Co appl of respt from award of County Court 
(Yorkshire, Bradford), dated Dec 30,1904 Jan 17 

Barras v appl of applicant from award of County Court (Durham, 
South Shields), dated Jan 5, 1905 Jan 24 

Back v Dick Kerr & Cold appl of respts from award of County Court 

, Exeter), dated Jan 12,1905 Jan 26 

Challis v London and South Western Ry Co appl of applicant from award 
of County Court ‘Hampshire Basingstoke), dated Jan 14,1905 Jan 26 

Howells v Davies & Thomas appl of respts from award of County Court 
(Glamorganshire, Pontypridd), dated Jan 13,1905 Feb 2 

Henshaw v The Ry Co appl of respte from award of County Court 
(Glamorganshire, Pontypridd), dated Jan 18,1905 Feb 3 

Wilks v Dowell & Co ld spp of applicant from award of County Court 
(Kent, Greenwich), dated Jan 13, 1905 Feb 3 

Nicholls v appl of applicant from award of County Court 
(WwW y ), sated Jan 20,1905 Feb8 





Davis v The Oxfordshire Steam Ploughing Co appl of respt from award 

= ew Court (Buckinghamshire, Aylesbury), dated Feb 8, 1905 
e 

Lomes v Holmes & Co appl of applicant from award of County Court 
(Yorkshire, Kingston upon Hull), dated Feb 3, 1905, and cross-notice 
by respt co, dated March 7, 1905 March 7 

Brook vJ M & J Sharman app! of applicant from award of County Court 
(Yorkshire, Bradford), dated Feb 14, 1905 March 8 

Walker (widow) v The Proprietors of the Standard Newspaper appl of 
respts from award of County Court (Middlesex, City of London Court), 
dated March 10, 1905 March 25 

Steel v Cammell, Laird, & Co ld appl of respts from award of County 
Court (Cheshire, Birkenhead), dated March 7, 1905 March 27 

Wilson v London and Rochester Barge Co appl of applicant from award 
of County Court (Kent, Rochester), dated March 7, 1905 March 28 

Selkirk v Smith appl of respt from award of County Court (Yorkshire, 
Pocklington), dated March 17, 1905 April 4 

Clark v Wade, Sons, & Cold appl of respts from award of County Court 
(Yorkshire, Kingston upon Hull), dated March 17,1905 April 4 

Johnson v Marshall, Son, & Cold appl of applicant from award of County 
Court (Lincolnshire, Gainsborough). dated March 16, 1905 April 4 

Marshall v The East Holywell Coal Cold appl of applicant from award 
of County Court (Northumberland, North Shields), dated March 16, 
1905 April 7 

Gorley v The Owners of Backworth Collieries appl of applicant from 
award of County Court (Northumberland, North Shields), dated March 
16,1905 April 7 

Case v Colonial Wharves ld appl of applicant from award of County 
Court (Middlesex, Whitechapel), dated March 23, 1905 (security ordered) 
April 10 

ew v Masson, Soott, & Co ld appl of respts from award of County 
Court (Surrey, Wandsworth), dated March 27, 1905 April 15 

Beynon and ors v Rowland appl of respt from award of County Court 
(Glamorganshire, Swansea), dated March 28, 1905 April 18 

Buckingham v The Mayor, Aldermen and Burgesses of the Metropolitan 
Borough of Fulham appl of applicant from award of County Court 
(Middlesex, Brompton), dated April 4,1905 April 19 

N.B.—The above List contains Chancery, Palatine, and King’s Bench 
Final and Interlocutory Appeals, &c, set down to April 20th, 1905. 








The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 


May 16.—Messrs. James and S1pyry Morion, at the Mart. at 12f or 1 o’clock, the following 
Freehold and Leasehold Properties at Upper Tulse-hill : Freehvld Residence, let at £70 
per annum ; Freehold Residence, let at £70 per annum ; detached Residence, let at £100 
per annum ; detached Residence, let at £75 per annum; detached Residence, let at £50 
— annum ; detached Residence, let at £55 perannum. Bron‘esbury: Frehold Resi- 

lence, let at £3 5s. per month, and Freehold Resideuce, let at €3 per month. Solic.tors, 
Messrs. Routh, Stacey, & Castle, London. (See advertisement, May 6, p. iv.) 
May 17. Messrs. H. E. Foster & Caanrrevp, at the Mart, at 2: Broacstairs: Freehold, 
ucing £112 per annum. Farringdun-road: Freeh ld Building Site, area 3,000 
eet. Croydon: Frechold Detached Residence. Hampshire: Locks Heath Estate, 160 
acres of Freehold Land, offering sites for Country idences ; also a Modern Resi- 
dence, with stabling and pleasure grounds; in One or Three Lots. Hornsey-road : 
Freehold Ground-rents £37, reversion in 46 years. 
May 18 —Messrs H. E. Foster & Cranrizxp, at the Mart, at 2:— 


REVERSIONS : 
To One-half of a Trust Estate, value £7,350, in certain proportions on the dropping 
of 11 lives. Solicitors, Messrs. Lowless & Co., on, 


To One-fifth of a Trust “und, value £3,700; gentleman aged 80. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Capel-Cure & Ball, London. 

To One-half of a Trust Fund, value £7,800; gentleman aged 53. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Sp-echley, Mumford, & Craig, on. 

Toa Freehola House at Deptford, value £350, and to One-fourth of Residuary Estate, 
estimated at £900; lady aged 53. Solicitor, Maurice Mosely, Esq , London. 

To One-eighth of a Trust Fund, represented by Railway Stocks, value £2,800; 
lad: 78. provided a gentleman aged 26 survive her. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Taylor, tee & Lewis, London. 

To One-eighth of a Trust Fund, represented by India Stork and Freehold 
Poperties, value £8,000; gentleman aged 57; also to One-eighth of a smilar 
Trust Fund, valve £2,250; receivable on the decease of survivor of above and 
— aged 53. solicitor, Arthur Pyke, Esq., London. 

POLICIES for £1,000, £1,000, £1,000, £1,000, £1,900, £500, £250. £250, £250, £2/0, 
£150. olici bershon, Watts, & Habershon. Woolw'ch; 
Messrs. Ellertun & Son; Messrs. Capel-Cure & Ball; Messrs. Miaet, Harvie, 

May, & Co ; Messrs. Young & Sons, ull of L ndon. 

10 £100 J Cent. Debentures in H. R. Baines & Co. Limited) ( ‘Graphic’’ and 

“ Daily Giaphic”’) ; Saxon Portland Cement Co. (Limited), 2,000 £1 Preference 


‘es. 
(See advertisements, this week, back page.) 





Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, May 5. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep in CHANCERY. 


Anowio-Eoyrtian Corp Srorace Syxpicare, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented 
May 3, directed to be heard May 16. Tatham & Lousada, Old Broad st, solors for 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in 
the afternoon of Muay 16 

Cunitr Towx Wuarves ano Saw Mitts, Limitep (1s Voiuntary Liguipatiox)— 
Creditors are required, on or before June 17 to send their names and uddresses, and 
particulars of their debts or claims, to Walter Duval Goatly, 110, Vannon st ‘ 

Epwasp Wess & Co, Limit+p -Creditors are required, on or before May 30, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claisas, to William ‘Lhomas 
Hopkins, Monument bldys, Monument sq 

Joux Wanyock & Cou, Lamirep (1x Liquipati0n) —Creditors are pogeisel, on or before May 
27, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of debts or claims, to 
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Nottin » Solors for liquidator 


Loox & Grant, Limrrep (1x VoLUNTARY Lawningsren)—-Gavtiebaie ores. on or before 
ad , and particulars 


June 5, to send their names and 
Em "Edward Sparshott, 71, Colmore row, Birmingham 


Patmerston InpusTaiaL anD Finance Corporation, Lumrep—Petn for Vipting up, 
resented April 17, directed to be heard May 3. — 


otice of a g must reach the above-named not 
afternoon oFiter 15 


enry Trease, Parade chmbrs, South parade, Nottingham. Wells & Hind, | Crorrox, Sanan, West 


Cro.e, ANN 


of their debts 


later than 6 o’clock in 


W H Parsons, tame —Creditors are required, on or before May 21, to send their names | Fisher, Mary, 8t 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thos Bradley, Camomile st | Futter, Mary Axx, Hove, 


chmbrs, 


Bishopsgate 
Witw1am Firrcaer, Liwrrzep—Creditors are required, on or before June 5, to send their | GRAHAM, 
dresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Robert Clover and 


Grarre, Mary Janez, W) 
Marcaret, 


June 19 Hollams & Co, Mincing In 
Qantas 


Guernsey pad pk 
‘une 
Crossman, Veronica Maruitpr, Ham Look’ Ging June 15 Crossman & Co, Thornbury, « 
or claims, to RSO, Glos 
Donatp, Heney Crctt, Malvern, Worcester May24 Bubb & Co, 


DumBLETON, ARTHUR Noreis, Ringwood, Hants June 
ion wall, solor for petner. Dysox, Humparey, Oversley Ford, Wilmslow, Chester June 24 Rylance & Sont, Man- 


presente, Lote Hess ny 20” ox, be Helo Guillaume & Sons, Salisbury sq 


Cheltenham 
5 Beacheroft & i 


May 26 Wilkinson & Son, Bermondsey st 
J Manchester 
nn, Manchete ur York May 27 Clarkson & Buckley, 


Many Axwy. Cosham, Hants June8 


GReaTeex, 
Johp Mclaren, 70, Commercial rd, Portsmouth, Blake & Co, Portsmouth, solors for p ramming narvelnng t —-" ree tal Denbigh June 5 Bark 


liquidators 


Wnasamaen & Sons, Limrrzep—Petn for winding up, presented April 15, directed to be 
Edmonton May 15. Timbrell & Deighton, King William st, solors for petner. 


heard at 


Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon Hagrison, a 
, 


of May 13 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Ma‘ 
JOINT STOCK COMPA 
LimiTep In Gee. 
American Piasmon Synpicate, ge On C 
to send their names and addresses, and the pte a a 


G H Southern, 43, Threadneedle st. Ingle & Co, Broad st House, solors for liquidator 
Crisp & Co, LiireD —Creditors are required, on or before June 17, to send in their names 
and addresses, and particulars «f their claims and debts, to William Herbert Chantrey, 


57, Moorgate st. Gery, Walbrook, solor to liquidator 


Simpson, Heap, & Austin. LiurrEp— Creditors are mantel. pe b A or op | June 24, to send 
@ particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles 
Mixes, Joun, Gt Berkham| 
Richards, Cobden chutes, Corporation st, Birmingham. Smith, Birmingham, eolor for ee — 


their names addresses, and 


liyuidator 


Suitx, Coucn, & Co, Lumrrzp— Petn for winding up, ——~ ms 2, directed to be heard 


at the Court House, Upp-r Edmonton, June 5, at 2 


Davies, 8 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the 


of June 3 


Hageison, Peter, 


& Rogerson, 
Harper, Henry, Asm Warwick, Chandelier 


Manufacturer June5 Price, 
Farmer June 10 Watson, Stockbon en 
May 31 Jae ees 


Hepiey, May F.iorence, Birkenhead 
I . 8. Henperson an Tow a Durham, ix 7 Wellford & Jackson, Consett 
JACKSON, Wi Barnsley J ry Pog ig Co, Barnsley 


,on or before June 24, JouNsoN, Jauns, Bi 
>: Arth LEaven, Jamzs, ape, & 
aie date ox — Ur | Lexwarp Jang, Madeley rd, 
Lewis, RGARET, 


McJut.y, Haraiet, 
Mayn, Juseps Procter, 


Moreay, 


RicKaBY, ALFSED AUSTIN, 


Brose Brotaers, Limirep, Seen ie we are required, on or before May %, eg es 
’ 


to send their names and 
F. Compton, Church st North, Colchester 


addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 


Rost, Evanper SupHia, 





Senius, AnTaur Jouy, 





Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cia. 


London Gaszette.—Frivay, May 5. 


Beasant, Henry, Malmesbury, Wilts, Haulier June9 Clark & Smith, Malmesbury 
Bsevor, Ann, Nottingham June 5 Dowson & Wright, Nottingham 
Chamberlin, Gt Yarmvuth 


Bet, Joun, Gt Yarmouth May 13 

Birp, Emma Morean, Ambler rd, Finsbury Park May 22 
Queen st 

Bopyum, WILLIAM, 


Cuapwick, Epwarp, Oldham June 3 ” Sosdwick, Oldham 


eee Winuam, Langwathby, Cumberland, Yeoman June 10 Arnison & Co, 

enri 

CLoves, omer West Gorton, Manchester, Engine Driver June 6 Ledgard & Street, 
Manchester 

Cocksain, Marx, Keswick, Cumberland June 10 Lowthian, Keswick 


Cooke, WiiL1am, Abergavenny, Mon, Painter May 31 Baker, Abergavenny 
child, Norwich 


Cogpin, Mary ANNA Sparkes, Slough May 23 Prior, Colchester 


Cooper, GroxGce, Heigham, Norwich June 2 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Fuipay, May 5. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
AL yo aon — Kent, Butcher Rochester Pet 


Ord Ma 

pm. Hazry am Bucklersbury, Millboard Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet April10 Ord May 1 

Broxer, Grorcsz, Union ct, Old Broad st, Merchant High 
Court Pet March 31 Ord May 1 

Birp, Wit.1aM, Worcester, Licensed Victualler Worcester 
Pet May3 Ord May 3 

Brrp, Wit14Mm, Bath - we, Boot Dealer High Court 
Pet April 17 Oid May 1 

Birxett, Henry Artuvr, Holborn, -) oe Traveller 
High Court Pet May "3 Ord May 3 

BoppineTon, E Asuizicn, Ebury st, rare Agent 
High Court Pet Aprili3 Ord Ma: 

BoarpMan, Epwarp, St 7 ae 8, Bristo "anes Bristol 
Pet avril 29 Ord May 3 

Boorn, Wattrr Joxuy, Liverpool rd, Torta oan 
Merchant High Court Pet March 31 Ord 

Burnipas, Joseru Keraipes, Portsmouth, nad 
Portsmouth Pet May 3 Ord May 3 

Casu, Emity, Bi ,D ker Birmingham Pet 
April 29 Ord May 1 

Cuegsproucn, Arraur, and Harry Cuerxsprovan, 

erton Bywater, nr Castleford, Yorks, Bu 

Wakefield Pet May2 Ord May 2 

Cocurang, AR1HUs Dovaatt, Oxford | st High Court Pet 
April 6 Ord -~, 

Cottarp, Hersert Newman, Earnest Courtney Kswyyy, 
and Wi.itam Ratpa Wirraiw Kenwy, 
ay ey Market Gaideners Portamouth Pet May 4% 
na 

CowLine, _ Swinefleet, RSO, Yorks, Dock Labourer 
Wakefield Pet May2 Ord Ma 

Daron, oe, a Derby, Tinie Stockport Pet 
May2 Ord M 

Eauxs, ry Cheltenham Cheltenham Pet April 29 Ord 
A 


pr 
Bram Tuomas, Lianfarian, nr Aberystwyth, Coal 
rchant Abervstwyth Pet May2 Ord May 2 
Poman, Cuaries Rionanp, “Om Fancy Dealer 
Birmingham Pet May2 Ord May2 
Hanereaves, Geonot Tuomas, Barmborough, - Doncaster, 
Labourer Shettield Pet May3 urd May 
aa anv, Grorar Epwarp 3h Upholseree’s Clerk 
radford Pet May 1 Ord 


. A 





m, Essex May Freeman, Leyton 


Tomirnsox, Jonn, Whitehaven, 


Batchelor & Co, Pancras In, 


Wuuams, Hue 











—-~ ARTHUR home Bristol, Glass Dealer Bristol Pet 


y2 Ord Ma 
Homes, Hagry, bastletord, Yorks, Miner Wakefield 


t May 1 Ord May 1 
Hartt, ALBERT, Newton le Willows, Lancs, Cotton Mer- 
chant Manchester 


Pet April 8. Ord Mayl 
JEFFRIES, JOHN JAMES tie 
yor ey Barrow in Furness Pet April 2 0 


April 29 

Jounson, WALTE! 4% lecgiet, Hon Manchester, Plumber Man- 

chester Pet May 3 ord ween’ * 

Leacn, WiiLoucssy, W' , Bury, Lancs, Operative 
Dyer Bolton Pet May 2 aT On May 2 

Lirriecuitp, Hexry, Walsoken, Norfolk, Boot Dealer 
King’s Lynn Pet May2 Ord May 2 

Maaas, Atrrep Ernest, wie, Bristol, Carpenter Bristol 
Pet May i Ord May1 

Martin, James Wixson, Liverpool, pened, Nniiany Broker 
Liverpool Pet april io Ord May 2 

Pearson, Ex1zaBkTH SHELTON, Pokesdown, Bournemouth, 

Dra ‘oole Pet May1 Ord Mayl 


General per 
Ranpa.t, Frank Ernest, ’ semen Sussex Brighton 
Pet May3 Ord May3 


Rea Ly ~\; Ty Hereford, Baker Worcester 
Pet Ord M: 

Revxoune, vin LIAM, Maidstone, Builder Maidstone Pet 
Ma: Ord May 2 


me. 3d Henry Joan, Cheltenham, Builder Cheltenham 
Pet April29 Ord May 2 
Somerset, 


Smita, Farp Avavustus a Chew 

Baker Wi Pet May 3 Ord May 3 
Braneny, Jou, Pelsall, Stas Wakall Pet April 28 Ord 
Gunes, Grorcr Heyry, lange, Butcher Stoke upon 


Trent pee Ord Ma: 
Waurer, James Victor, Sou ~ Pork Butcher 
Portsmouth Pet May3 Ord 


Amended aa od pee mene o —- tp published in the 
oO 
= Croydon Pet 


Perrys, a pooh 
Aug 31 Ord April 18 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Au.ey, Harry, Belvedere, Keat, Butcher May 29 at 11.30 
1b, a st, Rochester 
ee ARRY cae, emery Bdge, Gar a 
Brac ete et daien une Broad ate ge May 
a 
sz, Mow, Greengrocer May 15 


Brenarr, Guants Wa 
at8 





Ligvesury, Wits UEnRY, 


MagsHa.t, Guiostee, Gt Tower at a4 16 
pstead, 


Rosinsoy, Fanny Hannan, Upper en. 


— 2 Rev Groscz Meyer, Clothall 
p & Eve, Philpot In 
Srart, ee —s we rd, West Hampstead June3 Cooper & Bake, Portman 
ene Sarak yo Sunderland mee i 19 | ay & See ener Whitehs 
May 
aay Epwakp, Netber Edge, Shr 
Vousame Grorcr, Millbrook, Southampton, Farmer vi 26 Lamport & Co, 


Wares, Jous, Condestin’ June 16 & Son, 7 - 

KINS, ay, Abergavenny, Innkeeper Eteet Si" Baker, Abe ved 

Warns, Jous, Brompton Regis, Dulverton, Somerset ee Dae Clark, High st, 
ornse’ 

belay — "Baxer Brooxe, Sandal Magna, nr Wakefield June 12 E & T Clark, 


Wuire, Bexsamin Juttvs, sen, Chislehurst, Builder June 15 
Warts, Bessamin Jucivs, jan, urst, 

Troedyrhiw, Merthyr Tyatil, @ 
Wownpess, Tovmsa, Newbiggin by the Sea, Northumberland June3 Hoyle, Newcastle on 


Lemay roms pny tere ny 7. : s 
RIGHT, Mary JANE, a une = 
Wuicut, Sang, Chapel en le Frith, Derby June3 Chambers, Denton, nr Manchester 





June 30 st 
une 1 ee 
une 30 Turner, Y: 
in Marsh, Glos June 13 Leslie & Hardy, Bedford row 


Mason Leighton Buzzard 
og } =A ai Ett & Co, Leighton Holborn 


ay 
Ay Jone 2 Southworth, Fountain st, Manchester 
Eline, Buttle, 


viaduct 
trand, solor for Neame, EiszaneTs §anau, Canterbury May 2% Furley & Furley, Canterbury 
=. Psi.urrs, Wi.t1am, Harborne, Staffs June4 Lowe & Jolly. Birmingham 
Ramsey, Acyes Price, Fowey, Cornwall June 20 Graham & Graham. 


Fowey, Cornwall 
June 16 storey & Son, Sunderland 
Staffs , =A eg La ty 


—_. Jane 6 * seboult, Welkeooke 


Via eg ey 


Doncaster 
a or ee haldock, Herts Jane 10 Vander- 


Licensed Victualler Janes “tareombend & Oo, 


Builder Jane 18 Whale, W Woolwich 
lam, Mason June 2 Jones & Co, 


Denbigh, Farmer June1 Brassey, Chester 
Helens 


ti anbraey blag Carey Boot Dealer May 15 at 


st, Dudley 
Bo Jox, Leicester, Shochand May 15 at 12 Off Rec, 
WLES, JOE, y 


peean Seema Heaenen, Portsmouth, Fish Fryer 
May 16 at 4.30 Off Rec, Cambridge junction, High st, 


Cocuranz, Artaur Doveatt, Oxford st May 19 at 11 
bidgs, Carey st 
Cotiarp, Hersert Newman, Envest Courtyer es 


and Wituiam Rates Witrarw Kexwy, East Liss, 
et Gardeners = 16 at’ 3 Off Reo, 


Cambeidge jun junction, High st, Por 
Crowson, J : Na+sington, Northamptun, Hawker May 
19at 11.40 Ww 


Eaan, Jamas, jun. Se May 17 at 
12 Off Reo, 35, SET es, on 
Fox, Wiuua™ oo, ean General Dealer 
May Isat 12 Off Ree, Station rd, Gloucester 


rrera ALraED Bournemouth, 
= ano W, Dosrmemocth, Guatioass, Mag 16 0¢ 
Hares, A’ m enbonane. Teste, Fulster May 17 
ae fF 
. Ld ’ Aland Bank 

Bas Of eT ek cae High a, 
Ha maxo, Grove RoWwA sat Seine init 

on se. at3 Off Rec, 29, st, Bradford 

chant ew YTIR 8 Of Ree, _~ 

at 

rena, May AB at 8 ee eS tors Off Ree, 


Jaoxeox. T min; Shells tine May 13 at 11.30 


byrom st, 
"on = Tuomas, Cadoxton juxta Ni Glam, 
Senutne May 16 at 13. Of Reo, Si, pe 


Kyersuaw, Waem, my Jeweller May 17 ati12 Of 
Rec, 22, Park ro 


Lraca, Wittowouny,, ‘Wealta, all Operative Dyer 
olen, tamee tone — wick, ye Plumber 
- aaa Of Of Reo, st, Manchester 
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McKay, Y, Stoke upon Trent, Fishmonger May 15 
At Hee Rec, King st, Newcastle, Stafford 
Seaman, ALBERT Isaac, Falmouth, Cornwall, Innkeeper 
May 13 at 10.30 Off Kec, Boscawen st, Truro 
Sheet Artaur Epwarp, West vidsbury, Lanes, Fish 
Dealer May 13 at il Off Kec, Byrom st, Manch ester 
Negau, Percy, Barnby Gate, Newark upon "Trent, Baker 
day 16 16at12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Notting- 


Sena Synaere Sxetton, Pokesdown, Bournemouth, 
= May 15 at 3.30 Off Rec, Midland Bank 

cha High st, southampton 
Raykiy, Ekwrst, Birkbeck Bank chmbrs, High Holborn, 
Cummercial Traveller May 17 at 11 Bankruptcy 


bldge, Carey st 

Rea, Taomas, Bromyard, Hereford, Baker May 13 at 2 
4, st, Worcester 

Rgyxoups, Wituiam, Maidstone, Builder May 17 at 10.30 


9, st, Maidstone 

Ricumonp, Caartes Ernest, Latchford, Warrington, 
Physician May 13 at 10 Off Reo, 

sae JAMES, agg mage Bill Poster May 15 at 12 

ptcy rey st 
Rozerts, on Amlweh, Anglesey, Fancy Dealer May 
16 at 1 chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Ryas, Siceuss Epwarp, Kensingtun, Liverpool, Baker 
May 16 at 12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Savuypers, Joun James, Loudwater, Bucks, Coal Merchant 
May 13 at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

se ALFRED Groncs, Bedford, Coachbuilder May 18 at 

The Lion Hotel, Bedford 
smn, page se Wandsworth, Licensed Victualler May 15 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

el mtg Ce Briton Ferry, Glam, Baker May 16 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

TurnBu.t, andy Newcastle on Tyne, Horse Dealer May 15 
at12 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Water, James Victor, Southsea, Hants, Pork Butcher 
—_s Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Poits- 
mou 

Waris, Frepenicx, Dallington, Northampton, Timber 
Merchant May 15 at 11 Off Kec, Bridge st, North- 
am 


pton 
Warxin, Warten Wituiam, Linslade, Bucks, Timber 
Merchant May 15 at 11.30 Off Kec, Bridge st, North- 


amptun 
Woop, Joux, Harley, Wentworth, nr Rotherham, Yorks, 
Farmer May 17 at 1230 Off Rec, Figtree ln, Sheffield 
Woo.r, Bexsamix, King st, Hammersmith, Furniture 
Desler May 17 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Amended notice substituted for that iced in the 
London Gazette of Apri 
Rowtes, Epwrs, Pill, Somerset, Boat Builder May 3 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Autes, Harry, am Kent, Butcher Rochester 
Pet May2 Ord May 2 

Birp, Wiiu1am, Worcester, Licensed Victualler Worcester 
Bet May 3 Ord May 3 

Brexett, Hewzy Artuvur, Holborn, Commercial Traveller 
High Court Pet May3 Ord May 3 

Boxer, Wiiiiam Monseti, Teignmouth, Deyon Exeter 
Pet April13 Ord May 2 

Borezwwer, Josern Keraipcr, Portsmouth, a Fish 
Fryer Portsmouth Pet May 3 Ord May 3 

Caasensees, AgTuue,. and Harry Cargsprouen, Aller- 

Bywater, nr Uastleford, Yorks, Butchers Wakefield 

Pet y2 Ord May 2 

Cottagp, Herpenrt Newman, Ennest Courtyzy Kenny, 
and Wits Raura Wirar Kexxy, East — 





Hants, _ Por th Pet May 2 
Ord Ma’ 

Cow ine. aie Swinefieet, RSO, Yorks, Dock Labourer 
Wakefield Pet May 2 Ord May 2 


Datton, Feaxx, Buxton, Derby, Builder Stockport Pet 
ae. 2 Ord May 2 
= Nee, Cheitenh Cheltenham Pet April 29 


Evass, Ces agets0 Lianfarian, nr Aberystwyth, Cardigan, 

Coal Merchant Aberystwyth Pet May 2 Ord May 2 

— — Cuagies Ricnazp, ee General Hard- 
flay 2 





er Birmingham tf Ord May 2 
Fucuss, Jacon, Eaton ter, Eaton sq High Court Pet 
March 17 d May 1 


Seeiatnaan Wirtuam, Ashton on Mersey, Cheshire, 
Timber Merchant Manchester Pet March 24 Ord 


1 

wine, Normayw Joseru, Aston, Warwick, Sauce ae: 
facturer Birmingham Pet April 27 Ord May 

Harcezaves, Gzorce Tuomas, Barmborough, 7 Diindien, 
Labourer Sheffield Pet May3 Ord May 

oS re Epw a, Bradford, © ke Bradford 

May 1 

Haetizy Rises, Castleford, Yorks, Miner Wakefield 
Pet May1 Ord May 1 

Haztr, yr aly Newton le Willows, Lancs, Cotton Mer- 
chant Manchester Pet April 18” Ord May 2 

Jacxsos, Tuomas, Salford, — Conf 
Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

Jzvrsizs, Joux James Warten, Barrow in Furness, 
Labourer in Furness Pet April 29 Ord 


April 29 
Jonsson, Warten, Longsight, Manchester, Plumber Man- 
chester Pet May 2 Oa May 3 


Exsexenaw. ort y Leeds, Jeweller Leeds Pet April 
sol SEED, wissen 
a aoa oodfold, Bury, O tive er 
Bolton Pet May 2 Ord May 2” a ” 
Latriecnizyp, Hexty, Walsoken, Norfolk, Boot Dealer 
Kings Lynn Pet May 2 Ord May 2 
McCivs6, James Taomas, Beswick, Manchester, Plumber 
r Pet Aprilié Ord May 1 
Macx, ye et, Btockbroker High Court Pet 
uly 12 19 


April 
, ALrugp Exxxer, Knowle, Bristol, Carpenter Bristol 
Pet May1 Ord May 1 


yi 
Mitiee, Wirtism Tuomas, Park rd, Battersea pk High 
Court Pet April Ord May 1 " 





PEARSON, EirzaseTa Sxetton, Pokesdownin ae, 
General Draper Poole Pet May1 Ord May 

Rates, Frank Lg nagt Littlehampton, Soom” Brighton 

t May 3 Ord May 

Rea, "Tomas, teen lt f Hereford, Baker Worcester 
Pet May 3 O:d May 3 

Reynoips, WILLIAM, yen, Builder Maidstone Pet 

y2 Ord May 2 

SnepparD, Hewry Jonny, Seen aie Cheltenham 
Pet April 29 Ord May 

SLATER, JAMES p che Ail Gt James * Bedford row 
High Court Pet March18 Ord Miy 

Sito, ALFsED GerorGe, Bedford, Coschbuilder Bedford 
Pet April 26 Ord May 3 

Streets, Grorce Henry, fangten, Butcher Stoke upon 
Trent Pet May1 Ord Ma yy Fs 

Vouianp, Eriennz Groree, Alfred pl West, Thurloe sq, 
South Kensington High Court Pet Feb 15 Ord May 1 

Water, James Victor, Southsea, Hants, Pork Butcher 
Portemouth Pet May3 Ord may 3 

Witsow, Coan.es Ernest, eS Warwick, Baker 
Birmingham Pet April20 Ord May1 


London Gazette.—Turspay, May 9. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
—-" = men Acomb, Yorks, Grocer York Pet May 6 
0 


ay 6 
Cranmer, Epwarp, Wallington Croydon Pet May4 Ord 
May 4 


y - 

Cussans, GzorGE WILLIAM, 1, Hay Dealer Liver- 
pool Pet April 26 Ord May i 

Davizs, Gomes, Ferryside, Geimestien, Commercial 
Traveller Carmarthen Pet May5 Ord May5d 

De.anoy, Isaac Age oe oe enham, Dairyman Croy- 
don ‘Pet May6 Ord May6 

Fake, Montacuz, Wigmore st High Court Pet April 10 
Ord May 5 

GASCOYNE, 5 AMES, im, Yorks, Tailor Scarborough 
Pet May 6 Ord May 5 

Grorce, Epwiy, Thornaby on Tees, Yorks, Pawnbroker’s 
Assistant Stockton on Tees Pet May4 Ord May4 

Gipson, Tuomas, pee, Yorks, Grocer Sheffield 
Pet May5 Ord May 5 

GREEN, Fascemon, Coalville Leicester Pet May 4 Ord 
May 

Grecory, James Wixsoy, sen, Gt Grimsby Gt Grimsby 

Pet May 4 Ord May 4 

GrirFiTHs, Joan, yy ag Poplar Grocer High Court 
Pet May 6 Ord Ma 

Harvey, Tsomas, pa Al Staffs,Charter Master Stour- 
bridge Pet May 3 Ord May 3 

Harwown, James, Darwen, aw Picture Framer Black- 
burn Pet May4 Ord May4 

Hoppixott, Exyest Joun, Milton, Hants, Carpenter 
southampton Pet May5 Ord May 5 

Hortcaty, Junx CHARLES, Bouth Shields, Grocer Newcastle 
on Ty ne Pet May4 Ord May4 

Howetits, Mary Ann, p nad Swansea, Licensed 
Victualler Swansea Pet May4 O:d May 4 

Hvurras, W H, Sun st, ey, Publican High Court 
Pet April 17 Ord May 

Jerrerizs, WILLIAM - | Richmond, Commercial 
Traveiler Wandsworth Pet May 6 Ord May 6 

Joyxzs, Jony, Eccles, Lancs Salford Pet May 4 Ord 

6 


May 
Lay.anp, Jouy Ricgy, Docking, Norfolk, Workhouse Master 
Norwich Pet May 5 Ord May 5 
sen GeorcE Fie.puouss, Sandy, Beds, Dentist Bedford 
PetMay 5 Ord May5 
Lowe, Tuomas, ew Staifs,Grocer Stourbridge Pet 
May 1 Ord May 1 
Macponatp, Katnueex Apa, Eton, Photographer [Windsor 
Pet May 4 Ord May 4 
Mitcuett, Hervert, Uheadle a, Cheshire, Agent 
Stockport Pet April7 Ord May 
Morris, James Tuomas, Maindee, a Mon, Builder 
Newport, Mon Pet May5 Ord May 5 
Newson, Cuaseizs Lucius, Seven Kings, Essex, General 
Carrier High Court PetMay5 Ord May 
OxGay, > amps Swansea Swansea Pet April 12 Ord 


Regs, dous Mexsourne, Redhill, Surrey, Chemist Croydon 
Pet May5 Ord May 5 
Ricuarpson, Frepexick WiLLiaM, Ramsey, a, Wheel- 
wright Saxe fay Pet May 5 Ord May 
one <5 p, James, ifax, Fish Galnenes * Halifax 
et May 4 Ord May 


| Surru, ALFRED, Sonderian, Durham, Grocer Sunderls nd 


Pet May 4 Ord May 

Tuompsoy, Baivcet, ond _ = THompson, Wheyrigg, 
Wigton, Cumberland, Farmers Carlisle Pet May 6 
Ora May 6 

TRaGHEIM, | and Baron Tracuem, Manchester, 
Lace Merchants Manchester Pet May6 Ord May 6 

Vavamas, Tuomas ee Craven ter, Hyde Park, 
Builder High Court Pet May4 Ord May4 

Waker, Freperick Vincent, Bromfeld rd, Cla 
Dentist High Court Pet March28 Ord ‘May 4 

Watton, Grouce er Bradford, Painter Bradford 
Pet May6 Ord Ma 

WeLimas, anne a Fruiterer Dorchester 
Pet May 5 rd May 5 

Vows. Aveu B.., Con ; = Joun Hanzis, Belvedere, 

Coal Merchants Rochester PetMay5 Ord May 6 

Wiverry, Gronor Joun, Ashley Down, ri Commission 
agent bristol Pet Mayo Ord Ma’ 

Wi xisson, ALyrep Epwanp Srepuey, Commer- 
cial Traveller Norwich Pet Mayé Ord May 6 

FIRST MEETINGS. 

Axenrs, Joux, Acomb, Yorks, Grocer ier 22at3 Off Rec, 
The Ked ‘House, Duncombe pi. 

Beury, Joux Jauxs, Hale, Altceschame, "Builder May 17 at 
3 Off Kec, Byrom at, Manchester 

Boone, ie HARD, Cardiff May 17 ati1l 117, St Mary st, 
Ca 


Bue, iw 1am, Worcester, an, Btggnes Victualler May 17 at 
11. 


B H db, Go Aw a, td iborn, Commercial Traveller 
IBKETT, ENRY THUB, Hol v 
May 19 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 





Boarpman, Epwarp, Bristol, Grocer May 17 at 12 Off Rec, 
26, ldwin st, Bristol 
CurzsbrovcH, ARTHUR, and Harry Cueessrouas, Allerton 
Bywater, nr Castleford, Yorks, Butchers May 22 at 11 
Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 
CowLixa, Water, Swinefleet, RSO, Yorks, Dock Labourer 
.May 18 at 11 Off Ree, 6. , Bond ter, Waketield 
Cussans, Georcr WILLIAM, “Sieepen’ Hay Dealer May 17 
at230 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Dawson, GeorcEe ‘Roperr, Withern, Lincs, Farmer’s 
Assistant May 17 at ul Off Rec, St Mary’s chmbrs, 
E mo yg Cheltenham Ma: 
= = ten: 20 at 3.15 Co 
Court bidgs, Cheltenham d mrad 
EALgEs, Ears vg May 20 at 3.30 County Court 
bldgs, Chelienham 
Eaues, Lucy, Cheltenham May 20 at 3.45 County Court 
gs, tenham 
eee ay en » Wigmore st May 19 at 12 Bankruptcy 


ldgs, 

Gatr, Anruur, Fleet, Southampton, Builder May 18 at 
12.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

GuMbLey, Nogman Josepu, Aston, Warwick, Sauce Manu- 
facturer May 19 at 11 191, Cor, “ee st, Birmingham 

Hawnarorp, J 8S, Mutley, Plyrou Devon, Builder May 
18 at1l' Of Ree, 6, Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 

HanrGreaves, GrorGR Tnomas, Bamborough, nur hg ee 
Labourer May 18at12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Hargis, ARTHUR JOHN. Bristol, Glass Dealer May 17 at 
12.15 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Hartwey, Harry, Castleford, Yorks, Miner May 17 at 11 
Off Ree, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 

InGRram, GrorcE Henry, Gravelly Hill, Birmingham, Com- 
paces Agent May 19 at 12 isl, Corporation st, 


Jounson, WALTER, poy sight, Manchester, Plumber May 
17 at 3.30 Off Rec yrom st, Manchester 

LanpEr, WALTER Exuior, Birmingham, Photogra - 
Artist May 17 at1l 191, Corporation st, Birmiog 

LayLanD, Joun Riasy, Docking, Norfolk, Walon 

May 17 at1 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Maaos, ALrreD Ervsest, Knowle, Bristol May 17 at 11.30 
Off Rec 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Nicuois, Ropexr Duntuorrr, Swaffham, Norfolk, Boot 
Dealer May 18 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Orcan, CuaR.es, Swansea May 19 ‘at 230 Off Ree, 31, 
Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Parkin, Tuomas, Bongate, Appleby, Westmorland 
Labourer May 17 at 10.45 Commercial Hotel, Kendal 

RanDAaLi, frank Ernest, Littlehampton May 18 ut 10.45 
Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, Brighton 

SamvEL, Epwazp, Caerau, steg, Collier May 18 at 3 
117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 

SHARLAND, James, Stairfoot, nr Barnsley, Wagon Repairer 

ag at 10.30 Off ee, 7 A mt st, Barnsley 
Smitu, Frep Avcustus Foizsy, Chew Magna, Somerset, 
Baker May 17 at 11.45 Of Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 

Bristol 

Syowpen, Cuartes Darz, Hythe, Kent May 18 at 9.20 

ury 


Off Ree, 68, Castle st, Canterb 
rc 
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Vavenan, Tomas Merepitn, Craven , ter, Hyde Park, 

Builder May 18 at & Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Vek, BENJAMIN, Oldham, Furniture Dealer’s Assistant 
May 17 at 2.30 Off Rec. Byrom st, Manchester 

Wwerky, Gzorcs Jouy, Ashley Down, Bristol, Commission 
Agent May 17 at 12.30 Off Reo, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

7usox, ARTAaUR, Ainsdale, Lancs, Tinplate Worker May 
17 at 12.30 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Waicut, WALTER, Shirley, Warwick, Engineer May 17 at 
12 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

Amen, ag Acomb, Yorks, Grocer York Pet May 6 

Roern _ Hewry, Little Britain, Shirt Manufac- 
turer High Court Pet March 23 Ord May 2 

Casn, Emtry, 7 37h Dressmaker Birmingham Pet 

April 29 Ord May 4 

Compaen, 7 Edgware rd High Court Pet April 27 
Ord Ma: 

Cook, + heen hy Rankin, Long aed Norfolk, Builder 
Ipswich Pet April 6 Ord May 

Qvssans, Gzorce WILLIAM, Livery, Hay Dealer 
pool Pet April 26 Ord May5 

Davizs, Gomer, Ferryside, Carmarthen, Commercial 
Traveller Carmarthen Pet May 5 Ord May 5 

Dawsox, W, Crewe, Saddler Crewe Pet Feb 28 Ord 
May 3 


Gascoyne, JAMES, ae, Yorks, Tailor Scarborough 
Pet May5 Ord May 

Gzoace, Epwry, Thornaby, on Tees, Pawnbroker’s Assistant 
Stockton on "Tees Pet May 4 Ord May 4 

@mson, Toomas, Rotherham, Yorks, Grocer Sheffield Pet 
May 5 Ord May 5 

GuapMaN, JAMES een es Evstacr, Warwick st, Pimlico, 
Hosier High Court Pet Aprilé Ord May 6 

Garzx, Freperick, Coalville Leicester Pet May 4 Ord 


Liver- 


May 4 

Py James WIL oe sen, Gt Grimsby Gt Grimsby 
Pet May4 Ord M: E 

GairrITHs. JOHN, ‘Abbott 14, Poplar, Grocer High Court 
Pet May 6 Ord May 

Harvey, THomas, phon —, Charter Master Stour- 
bridge Pet May3 Ord May 

Harwoop, James, Darwen, pom iy ~~ Framer Bleck- 
burn Pet May 4 Ord May 4 

Hearp. Witt1am Avoustvs, Harford st, Mile End High 
Court Pet March17 Ord May5 

Hess, Henry, Guildhall chmbrs, Journalist High Court 
Pet Dec 13 Ord May 5 

Hoppinott, Ernest Joxnyx, Milton, 

uthampton Pet May 5 Ord May 

Horcaiy, Joun Cuarves, South Shields, - es Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet May 4 Ord May 4 

Hower1s, Mary Any, Morriston, Swansea, Licensed 
Victualler Swansea’ Pet May 4 Ord May 4 

Laytanp, Joun Ricsy, Docking, Norfolk, Workhouse 
Master Norwich Pet May5 Ord May5 

Levy, Ratrn H, Hyde Park pl High Court Pet Feb 28 
Ord April 7 

Lioyp, GrorGe Firipxov ame Sandy, Beds, Dentist Bedford 
Pe: May5 Ord May 

Lowe, THomas, Wordaloy Staffs, Grocer Stourbridge Pet 
May 1 Ord May 1 

Martin, James Witson, Liverpool, Famed Broker 
L-verpool Pet April10 Ord May 5 

Morais, James Tuomas, Maindee, Newport, Builder 

* port,Mon Pet May5 Ord May 5 

Riouarpson, Freprrick Wii.1AM, Ramsey, Hunts, Wheel- 
wright ‘Peterborough Pet May 5 Ord May 5 

Scuotevietp, James, Halifax, Fish pe wean Halifax 
Pet May 4 Ord May 4 

Surrn, ALFRED, Sunderland, Grocer Sunderland Pet May 
4 Ord May 4 

Surra, Epwanp, Pursiow, Clunbury, 
Leominster Pet April8 Ord May 

Surn, Frep Avaustus Forzey, Chew Magna, Somerset, 
Baker Wells Pet May 3 Ord May 5 

SoLomons, Joszpa, Salmon in, Limehouse Toy Dealer High 
Court’ Pet Aprill Ord May 5 

Tracuem, Nicouar, and Baron Tracnem, Manchester, 
Trimming Merchants Manchester Pet May 6 Ord 


y 

Vavenay, Tuomas Merepirs, Craven ter, —_ Park, 
Builder HighCourt Pet May4 Ord May 

Watton, GrorGe Jams, Bradford, Painter Bradford Pet 
May 6 Ord May 6 


- red Carpenter 


New- 


\ ae Innkeeper 


oe 


THE LONDON SCHOOL OF LAW. 


"PUtsIOn for BAR, SOLICITORS’, UNI- 
VERSITY, and other LAW EX AMINATIONS, 
ORALLY (class or individual) or b CORRESPONDENCE. 
Entries can now be received for the following Classes 
For the LL.B. (LONDON) INTERMEDIATE ‘AND 
AL, commencing the first week in June (Translation of 
De Obligationibus provided). 
For the OCTOBER BAR EXAMINATIONS, com- 
mencing the first week in June. 
For the NOVEMBER SOLICITORS’ EXAMINA- 
TIONS, commencing the firet week in June. 
For iculars of other Classes and further information 
apply to the Secretary, 1, Old Serjeants’-inn, W.C. 


AW PARTNERSHIP. — Yorkshire. 
4 Wanted to Purchase, pa Rertneniie or Practice, in the 
West Riding.— a in 7 to X., E. Cox 
& Sons, New-court, in’s-inn, W. 








| AW.—SOLICITOR (Honoursman) Desires 
4 Clerkship ; twelve years’ experience in eral office ; 
Conveyancing, Common Law, Company, Probate, Costs, 
&c., without supervision ; draftsman ; ‘Advocacy ; 
of routine; can advise clients ; 


a ——— 
, 110, Barrows-road, Sparkhill, Bir- 


moderate salary.— 
mingham. 


MAnacina CLERK (30 wide standing) 

Desires Re-engagement, or undertake special 
or temporary work for 
salary moderate.—Apply, Ped an south Lambeth- 
road, 8.W. 


y ANAGING CLERK (33) Desires Clerk- 
ship in Country; 16 years’ experience with first-class 

London firm; Conveyancing and General Practice; salary 

pea’ to commence. —C., 19, Mexfield-road, East Putney, 
mdon. 


QOLIOFTOR | (aged 33), now and for last nine 

years in praciice on own account, Desires to Purchase 
Share in established Practice in Manchester or other pait of 
South Lancashire, or in North Cheshire ; Share required must 
be calculated to produce £500 to £600 perannum; Advertirer 
has a growing practice, and his connection would be more 
valuable if he were a member of well-established firm ; he 
is accustomed to Conveyancing, Commercial, Company, and 














General Practice, and is a hard worker; any communica- | 


tion will be received in the strictest confidence; highest 
references.—Apply, Box 24, “ Solicitors’ Journal ’’ Office, 
27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


N ISS ELIZABETH BUTTERWORTH, 
Deceased.— To Solicitors and Others.—The above- 
named, late of 4, Russell-road, Kensington, is suppostd to 
have made a Will some time’ between the years 1893 and 
1%2.—Any Solicitor who prepared such a Will, or any 
person having in his possession a Will made by the 
ased, or possessing any information relating thereto, is 
requested to Communicate with Messrs. Perers & Bouton, 
2a, Guildhall-chambers, hall-street, London, Solici- 
tors to the next-of-kin, 


T° PARENTS and GUARDIANS. — 
Vacancy for a well-educated Youth as Articled 
rated Accountants ; 
licitors’ Journal,” 27, 








Clerk to a City Firm of Incor, 
moderate premium.—Apply, 820, “* 
hancery-lan-, W.C. 


A DVERTISER (32; married), _beving a 

life experience in Farming and Estate Management, 
Requires Post as Agent or Steward; disengaged; excellent 
testimonials ; moderate salary, —Apply, Brooxgs, 27, Vie- 
toria-road, Kilb urn, N.W. 


[XEERIENCED TYPIST (not Shorthand), 

Copying and Plans; previous situations eleven and a 

half and three and a half years; age 28; life abstainer; 
about 35s.—Tarran, 27, Faunce-street, Kennington. 











Wetman, ey om, Fruiterer D 
Pet May 5 Ord 

Wuire, Avovustvus, he — Jounx Harris, Belvedere, 
Coal Merchants Rochester Pet May5 Ord May 5 

Witkinson, Atrrep Epwarp Sreruxy, Norwich, Com- 
mercial Traveller Norwich Pet May 6 Ord "May 6 

Woitry, Cuartes Ricnarp, Shelderton, ———, 
Salop, Farmer Leominster Pet April8 Ord May 6 

Wooproor, WAtTer James, Foster In, Ladies’ Tie Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet April 13 Ord May 4 
Amended notices substituted for those published in 

London Gazette of April 25: 

Ayers, Samvet Lana, 8t Budeaux, yaa Signwriter 
Plymouth Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

Bayce, Groner, Aldershot, Agent Guildford Pet April 8 

___ Ord April 20 








Annual "Subscriptions, WHICH MUST BE PAID 
IN ADVANCE: NoOLicrTors’ JOURNAL and 
WEEKLY REPORTER, in Wrapper, 52s., 
post-free, SoLicitoRs’ JOURNAL only, 26s. ; 
Country, 288. ; Foreign, 30s.4d. WEBKLY 
REPORTER, in Wrapper, 268.; Country or 
Foreign, 288, 


N ANAGING CLERKSHIP or Clerkship 
with view to ultimate Purchase of Share Desired by 





Cantab. M.A., aged 26, admitted 1903, with experience in 
Conve an ms and General offices in the country.— 
M. 10, * Journal” Office, 27, Chancery-lane, 


» Wee 





AW.— GREAT SAVING. — For em 
Seer be taken off the 


8. d. 
Abstracts Copied ove eo. O 8 per sheet. 
Briefs and Drafts an «. 2 8 per 20 folios. 
Deeds Round Hand ew. O 2 per folio. 
Deeds = oun ew. 2 O per og 
Full Copii 02 


per folio 
PAPER. Foolscap, 1d. ‘sheet ; Draft, ditto ; 
Parchment, 1s. 6d. to 3s. a be skin. td. : 
KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, E.U, 


pon ‘SOLICITORS, Trustees, and Others.— 

A well-known Firm of Auctioneers (established a 
ome) is wilhog to Undertake the Collection of Rents 
and the Management of Estates upon mutual terms.— 
Apply to Fisip & Biaprs, Auctioneers and Estate Agents, 
No. 1, Vernon-place, bury-square. 


£9, QUO at 4} per Oent. Wanted at 
once, on security of following Free- 
Properties in Leeds—viz.: Two valuabie Licensed 
Hee licences insured), Three Sho; Two Residences, 
&c.—Further particulars from Hen y Oot sins, Solicitor, 











a, SOUARR, ws .C.—Four Rooms to be 

as Ottices, together or separately ; electric ht; 
rent £50.—Address Mr. G: »* 

North ee Ferniea,” W 





UDGATE HILL.—First Floor Offices To 
three of “hich, >a the front ‘would ‘be divided + ales 
Office on Third Floor ; —Farther particulars of H. 
Manns, 8 Surveyor, 19, Ladgate bill, E.c. 


\LEMENT’S INN, Strand (overlooking 
of Law Courts). —To Solicitors, Accountants, 





green 
Surveyors, &c.—Several Suites of ficent Offices to 
ine , containing from One poly Fourteen 2 ms. ae See 
particulars a ALBERT CRUNDALL 10. 
3 Ff, 4, Clement’s-inn, i 





THEATRES. 


AVENUE. 
THIS EVENING, at 9, JASPER BRIGHT: Messrs. 
Louis Goodrich, we ws Vernon, Charles 
, &. Freear, A. B. Tryer; Mmes. 
‘Bell, Dorothy , Dora Pome nm, Marie Daltra 
Rite Jolivet, Dora Taseste. At 8.15, A “MODEL” OF 
PROPRIETY: Mr. Harry , Miss Seymour Hodges, 
Miss Florence Hyde, 


THIS EVENING, at 9, THE DICTATOR: Mr. William 
Edward 8. A! 


, Messrs. Abeles, John ge 
McKinnel, ap 3 Nash, McGrath, West, ce, ay 3 


Misees Marie Grace Hadsall. Waldegrave. 
Allen. At 8.30, Tae PHILOSOPHER IN THE APPLE 
ORCHARD. 


Vedrenne-Barker Season. 
THIS EVENING, at 8.15, JOHN BULL'S 


OTHER 
HAN Nepal pag 3 te Pl 
‘or r, N age, n, 
Wilfred Shine, E. Gwenn, ville Barker ; esdames 
Agnes Themen, Lillah MoCarthy. 
DRURY LANE. 


Managing , Arthur Collins. 
THIS EVENING, at 8, BECKET: Becket (Chancellor 


and )» Irving; Mr. Gerald Lawrence, 
Mr. H. B. ford, Mr, James 2 Hearn ; Mr. Frank 

Mr. beg ~~ a Belmore, Mr. oa 
Dodsworth. Miernciaa Mr vinvent Sternroyd ; 

Maud Fealy, Mire. Cee h, Miss Grace SS 


mo “~ hp aed 


Sole Lessee and Manager, Ch Frohman. 
THIS EVENING, at 8.25 sharp, PANTALOON, by J. M. 
a =. Caet So eee rier, Mr. Willie Warde, Mr. 

'W. Baskcomb; Miss Pauline Chase, Miss Ela Q. May. 
Followed by ALICE SIT-BY-THE-FIRE, by J. M. Barrie : 
Miss Irene Vani . Miss Hilda Trevelyan. Miss Lettice 
Fairfax, Miss Dora ole, Miss Edith TF 7. Cc. ro 
Smith, Mr. A. E, Matthews, Mr. K 


REAT QUEEN STREET. 

THIS EVENING. at 8.15, THE SILENT WOMAN, by 
Ben Jonson: Messrs. ee © Sherbrooke, Ashton Pearse, 
W. H. Kemble, Arthur Goodsall : oe Ingleton. Milton 
Roemer, Cyril Cattley, J. Twyford, R. Milsted ; Miss Ada 
Potter, Miss Violet Bazalgette, Miss Sime Seraya, 

Ingls, Miss Stuart. 
MAJESTY’S. 


HIS 
=~ b Menenag | at 8.15, TWELFTH NIGHT: Mr. 
bes, Mr. Turner, Mr. Charles 

, M. Fisher White, Mr. 
wen, Mr. 8. Yates e, 
leads Chamier, Mr. Cecil 
Mr. rn Reavy Miss "Nancy Price, Miss Cicely 
Miss Viola Tree. 


a 
F 
i 
F 


Rorke, Miss Helen eon 
Ruskin, and Miss Evelyn ie 


BRAWN D’ 


Al 
SOUPS. 


Of all Descriptions. 
Finest Quality only. 
Sold everywhere. 
BRAND & CO., Ltd., MAYFAIR, W. 
The Cream of Cocoas. 


EPPS’S 


Contains all the nutriment 


COCOA 


of the Choicest Nibs. 
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Inebriety and the Abuse of Drugs. 


PLAS ~ YN ~ DINAS, 

Dinas Mawddwy, Merioneth. 

For Gentlemen of the Upper 
Glasses only. 

TERMS: From Six Guivzras a WERK. 
Shooting—Well preserved, over 30,000 acres. 
Fishing—2 miles, including trout, sewin, and salmon. 
References— i 

Dr. Gro. Savacz, 3, Henrietta-street, Cavendish- 
Dr. 2 denne, 34, Cavendish-square, W. 
For Prospectus, &c., apply— 
Dre. M. WALKER, J.P., 
Plas-yn-Dinas, Dinas Mawddwy. 


Treatment of INEBRIETY. 
DALRYMPLE HOUSE. 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
oe Soe under the Act and privately. 


Ey apply to 
? aD . HOGG, M.R.C.8., &e., 
Medical Superi 
Telephone: P.O. 16, RickmansworTa. 


INEBRIETY. 


MELBOUBNE HOUSE, LEICESTEB. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 











Medical Attendant: ROBERT SEVESTRE, +. 
M.D. (Camb.). Principal: H. M. RILEY, Assoc. 
Study of Inebri: years’ Experience. Fevelicat 


and Medi “Retevensex For terms and particulars 
apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 
paPuic Appress: “ MEDI CAL, LEICESTER,” 


HOME for LADIES ADDICTED to INEBRIETY, 


Hillsboro’ House, Upper Clapton. 








Voluntary Patientain the above Home” Most encouraging 
ol atients in the above ‘‘ Home. 

results.— Particulars as to terms, &c., on application to 
Chief Secretary, 259, Mare Street, Hackney. 





Licensed under the Inebriates Acts, 1879-99. 


BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT, 
BUNTINGFORD, HERTS. 


For the Treatment of Gentlemen suffering from Inebriet; 
and Abuse of Drugs. In a most healthy, ue, 
secluded —_ of the country, 1} hours from fis 





-street, 

oe | 400 feet above sea-level; 10} acres grounds. 
by hot-water apparatus. "Electric li smesanhent. 

Healthy an wo ge and recreation. Wor! ps, Poultry 


Cricket, Tennis, Golf, Lib: Music, 
Pima Dark Boom for Pho phy, &e. Patent may 
enter under the Acts or ivately. Terms: 1}-3 Guineas. 
Electric Light and Heat Baths, &c.—Apply to 
Resiwext Mepica SurekinTENDENT oF Secretary. 





Treatment of Inecbricty and the Drug Habit 


HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 
ST. MARGARET’S, EAST TWICKENHAM, 3. W. 
(Private Home, Licenced, and under Government 
Supervision.) 
are received either under the Act, or as Private 


ents for Professional and Busi- 
Hoy J time is an object. Boating, T 


Gentlemen 
aa. 
ennis, 


Cyeling, 
For ‘Terms sppty Bi Basipext MepicaL SuPERINTENDENT. 


To Trustees, Insurance Copganios, 008 and Others, 
oat = OF LONDON.—A Freehold Ground-rent of £300 


jum, with reversion in 59 years, and another Free- 
old | Geunbens of £175 - annum, both secured on 
7c ——s premises in Fenchurch-street, eppetie 


NontoN, TR bp og & GILBBE? are in- 
tructed by th nee and Finance Com- 
mittee of the Corpyration of London to SELL by AUCTION, 
at the MART, E.C., on FRIDA AY, 
JUNE a Loy ‘at TWO o’cloc precisely, in Two the 
FREEH ROUND-RENT OF £300 PER AN’ > 
Peal ard Nos. 125 and 126, Fenchurch-street, a 
we ond im building of four 
the corner of Fen-court, covering an area 
square feet, and of the otlmantod rack-rental value of £2,000; 
— lease 65 years 1899; reversion in 1964 (59 
years 


Another 
FREEHOLD GROUND: RENT of £175 per annum, 
equally well d on an hare stret, of the impor- 
tant building, Nos. 129 to 182, Fench -street, ay 
wept eh 4 1 
or an ions 0 a y e 
Comptroller or the City Engineer, Guildhall ; t the Mart 





Telephone No. 7212, Cen’ 





Telephone: 602 Holborn. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 
Founpep ix THE Reien or Wittiam & Mary, 1689. 
ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS. 
To H.M. THE KING & an. 7 THE QUEEN. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
LEVEE SUITS IN CLOTH & VBLVBT. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners. 
CORPORATION § UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900. 


= Sata? es 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 
The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use. 
Snare Ceativicates, Desentures, &c., engraved and 
printed. Orricta, Szaus designed and executed. 
Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 
Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 
49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of 
Serjeante’ Inn). 








4nnual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 





OOLOGICAL SOCIETY’S GARDENS, 


Regent’s Park, are OPEN DAILY (ex Sundays), 
from 9 a.m. until sunset. Admission is., Monda: 
always 6d. Ladies or gentlemen ma be elected 
a the Entrance fee £5. 





£3, or fee £35.—For particulars a no 
e Gasmerany, 3, Hanover-square, W. and 


and of the Auctioneers, 70. _ Queen-street, Gheapaide, EC. 





SALE DAYS FOR THE YEAR 1905. 
Messrs. 
YABEBEOTHEE, ELLIS, Fy - e 


BREACH, GALSWORTHY 
beg to announce that the undermentioned dates have been 


fed for their AUCTIONS of FREEHOLD, Sa Popreca, and 
Leasehold ESTA’ 


8, Reversions, Shares terests, 
&c., at the AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse- , E.C. 
Other appointments for intermediate Sales can also be 


| Thursday, August 3. 


Thursday, November 2. 
Thursday, November 23. 

| Thursday, December 7. 
| Thursda 


| Thursday, October 26. 


y, December 14, 





A List of forthcoming Sales Auction is published in 
the ee —— of “ a Times,” and “‘ Morn- 


ing 

Messrs. Fare! er, Ellis, & Co. also issue on the 1st of 

every Month a SCHEDULE OF PROPERTIES TO BE 

LET OR SOLD, compnsing landed and residential estates, 
farms, freehold ‘and leasehold houses, town and country 

building land, City offices and warehouses, ground-rents, 
and investments senerally, which will be forwarded free 
of charge. s revised register of applicants’ 
wants is kept, and of requirements are , 
invited from those seeking properties, &c., to whom 

particulars of suitable places are sent from time to time. 
R plications should be made to their Offices, No. 29, Fleet- 
street, Temple-bar, E.C. 


ESSRS. HERRING, SON, & DAW, 
AUCTIONEERS, ESTATE AGENTS, VALUERS, 
Sanitary and Mortgage Surveyors, 
IRONMONGER LANE, CHEAPSIDE, E.C., 
and 308, BRIXTON HILL, 8.W. 
(Established 1773.) 
Telephone Nos.—* 5964 Bank,” “ 130 Streatham. 
Telegrams—‘* Oldest, London.” 


ULLER, HORSEY, SONS, & CASSELL, 
11, BILLITER SQUARE, LONDON, E.C. 


Established 1807. 
AUCTIONEERS, VALUERS, AND SURVEYORS 
OF 
MILLS AND MANUFACTORIES, 
PLANT AND MACHINERY, 
WHARVES AND WAREHOUSES. 
Telegraphic Address—‘ Futter, Horsry, Lonpoy. 
Telephone No. 746 AvEenuz. 
ESSRS. H. GROGAN & CO., 101, Park- 
street, Grosvenor-square, beg to call the attention of 
intending Purchasers to the many attractive West End 
Houses which they have for Sale. Particulars on applica- 
tion. Surveys and Valuations attend<d. 


FAALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


Partiamentaky Bitis, Minutes or Evipence, Books oF 
Rererence, Statements oF Cuaim, Answers, &c., &o. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 
_ NEWSPAPERS, 

Aad all General and Commercial Work. 
Every description of Printing. 


NORWICH STREET, FETTER LANE, LONDON, £.0, 





























PO ROBKT | 2OBATE VALUAT (IONS. S ] 





\. y —f_. 





The Members of the LEGAL PROFE. mone) 


are respectfully requested to kindly 


mend our Firm te Exeoutors and "alles 


requiring Valuations. 


SPINK & SONY 


1 & 2, GRACECHURCH STREET, CORNHILL, Oe ces oe 3 and 17 & ~ poo ited 





LONDON, W. 
ESTABLISHEO 1772. 
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